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GHAP TGR. a 
LHe LY SS. DERENSE SWoaTE PAPER 


‘ Above allVene Government Ganyeana Wier, aceclde in 

| broad terms what sort of role Britain should play 
in the world in ten years time, and what part its 
military forces should play in supporting that role. 
In short, it has to decide what sort of military 
eapabi liv eeismlikely toumalcupolatucslessence a 


EnuUS, ene euabOr Government asked Some baste squestions 
concerning Britain's world role in its 1966 Defense White 
Paper. The White Paper was the result of an extensive 
review of Britain's resources and commitments, and it set 
HOmuimed Cerense program for the 19/0's. 1 attempted te 
define the role which Britain would play on the world scene 
in the 1970's, and it outlined the kind of military estab- 
lishment which would support this role. 

The making of such an evaluation of role and capa- 
bility would be a major undertaking for any nation. It was 
mooaMeamowam Even greater step for the Government of the 


United Kingdom to take because of the position occupied by 


Iistatement on the Defence Estimates 1966, Part I. 
The Defence Review," Parliamentary Command Paper, Cmnd. 2901 
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1966), p. 4. 
Hereinafter cited as Cmnd. 2901. It will be noted that 
British spellings are used throughout this thesis in matter 
Gdarectly quoted from British sources andeanm the fit eoge. 
those sources. Additionally, it should be noted that Par- 
tiamentary Command Papers are cited in” the fansteams cane. 
by long title, but thereafter by short title~--Cmnd. or Cmd., 
aS appropriate. 
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Britain and its military forces over the last two centuries. 
The 1966 White Paper asked, in effect, whether a nation 
.which for centuries had been either the most powerful, or 
among the most powerful, in the world was willing to accept 
peeoececoOnG—Class Status. = Zt is not unnatural that such a 
question should generate a heated and sometimes violent 
discussion in the country's policy-making establishment. 
ifemverce Of this establishment, The™Times, headlined tts 
article on the debate over the White Paper as follows: 
"Defence Debate Ends in werdeere "1 The article under this 
headline provides considerable evidence to support it: 

Pandemonium swept over the Commons in a surge of 

partisan emotion during the closing minutes before 

the final division of the present Parliament last 

night. Mr. Healey, the Secretary of State for 

Defence, stood at the dispatch box for minutes on 

end shouting into a wall of Opposition noise that 

left him completely inaudible. Mr. Heath, the Oppo- 

Sition leader, set an example to his rank and file 

by leaning forward angrily in his seat’to shout 

challenges to the Treasury bench that were no more 

audible. 

The Defense White Paper caused concern and discus- 
sion not only in Great Britain, but in the United States as 
well. U. S. policy makers were naturally interested in the 
future defense plans of one of our most valuable allies, 


. 


especially Since British policy East of Suez is considerably 


“rhe Times /late London air edition/, March 9, 1966, 
De LO; eols, 2. 


Stbid. 





2! 
involved with our own policy in South Fast Asia. The White 
Paper provides the outline for British defense policy for 
Sopommext decade, and itemeritsystudy from both the British 
amgdeUs, S. POlNnts of Visew. 

The White Paper purports to set forth Britain's 
defense policy; this thesis will examine that policy in an 
attempt to discover whether it is representative of tradi- 
tional British defense policy or whether it signals a new 
approach for the British in defense planning. Such an 
examination requires first a look at the White Paper itself, 
and this chapter will be devoted to this task. Chapters II 
and III will review British defense policy from 1919 until 
the present in order to discover the traditional elements 
of that policy. The final chapter will evaluate the semen 
set forth in the White Paper in the light of traditional 
British policy in an attempt to isolate the traditional 
from the new, and conclusions will be offered concerning 


the real nature of the current policy. 
ieee LHe MAJOR] PREMESE 


When the Wilson Government took office in October, 
1964, a decision was made to conduct a thorough review of 
Britain's defense needs for the decade of the 1970's. This 
review had two main purposes: "to relax the strain imposed 


on the British economy by the.defence programme which’ it 





4 
/the Government/ had inherited,"'* and veo smMarPe Ene Country's 
defense posture for the 1970's. The 1966 White Paper on 
defense is the result of the extensive review conducted by 
the Government. The major premise on which the review was 
based was that British defense spending would be brought to 
a Stable level of about 6 per cent of the Gross National 
Product by 1969-1970. In effect, the review had to answer 
the question as to what sort of a role could be played and 
what sort of a military establishment could be had at that 
particular price. 

A ceiling on defense spending had been forecast by 
the National Plan which had been published during the first 
year of the Wilson Administration. The National Plan was 
based on the fact that "Britain has one over riding economic 
necessity. We must pay our way in the world and to do this 
we must increase our production."°© In order £or Britain co 
pay its own way, the Government committed itself to spend 
Only what the national economy could afford, | and reduction 
of military spending overseas was listed as one area where 
a Saving would be brought aioe” The defense budget ar 

“cmnd. 7S (OIL, Neem ike Ibid. 

Snepartment of Economic Affairs and the Central 

Office of Information, Working for Prosperiey.) tne ieee 


Plan in Brief (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 
UIGD a Os cr 
8 


GOetd. spe Gs Ibid., p. 9. 





1969-1970 was forecast at two billion pounds or at about 6 
per cent of the Gross National peoduecn: 

‘ it Should Wemnecognized, then, at Cnewoutsct jj eehnac 
the new defense plan was not based on price estimates 
aerived from one Costimegmourt OF certalnemissiOns, slnGeed. 
missions were developed based on a finite monetary figure 
which would be available for defense spending. 

It follows from the major premise--a fixed ceiling 
on defense spending--that commitments must be adjusted to 
meet requirements set by the ceiling on spending. In addi- 
tion, the White Paper honestly faces up to the fact that, 
even at current levels of spending, the country's armed 
forces are being asked to perform tasks for which they do 
not have adequate resources. For example, the sea; harbor 
ratio for destroyers and frigates in the Royal Navy de- 
creased from one day at sea to four days in port in 1956- 
1957, to one day at sea to one and one-half days in port in 
1963-1964. For the same type ships, the average number of 
days of twenty-four-hour steaming increased from almost 
elghty to over one hundred forty during the BMS Harned: 
In the Royal Air Force, the number of emergency moves of 


operational formation to overseas theaters almost tripled 


between 1963 and 1965--from 58 to 157,19 


*Thid., ees. 0 cmnad. 290, "errr 
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PEgune Ss SCUGCh siomenece Cloammuye Inducate that Britain's 
armed forces are being asked to perform tasks for which 
mee oulces are inadequate. This fact, along with the ceiling 
on defense spending, requires further reduction in the role 
of the defense establishment. The Government declared 
its intention in the White Paper to reduce political commit- 
ments as required to remain within its financial target and 
to relax the overextension of forces which had resulted in 
recruiting and re-enlistment declines and overly-long 
family separations.* 

The White Paper puts the question to be answered by 
the review as follows: ". . . what sort of military capa- 
bility makes political sense?"t* The quese1on megnespespue 
another way: what kind of military establishment is pos- 
Sible at a fixed price? 

The Conservative Opposition was quick to attack the 
-major premise on which the defense review was based. The 
Defense White Paper was released on February 22, 1966, and 
the Secretary of State for Defense, Mr. Denis Healey, made 
pmoume: Statement Concerning 2t in the House or Commons. 
His pe atenent was repeated for the benefit of ae House of 
Werds by the Minister of Defense for the Royal Air Force, 


llinia. 


ence 22 Oh De Le 





Lord Shackleton.** The Conservatives immediately attacked 


the fact that the defense review set out plans for a defense 
,policy which was based on the Labor Government's "absurd 
preoccupation with LUGGING a fa gure Ofes2 O00 mi litiened im 
1969-70 regardless of the consequences for the morale of the 
Services or the defence of the Gounte as in thesHeuse or 
beras, Lord Carrington, a sometime First Lord of the Ad= 
miralty under the Macmillan Government, answered for the 
Conservatives: 

It 18s a very grave Statement which, in my view, will 

call into question, and does call into question, the 


whole of Britain's position throughout the world 


First, those of us who sit on this side of the House 
think it quite wrong to tackle the admittedly costly 
and difficult problems of Defence by setting a finan- 
cial target without regard to commitments. It may 
DempOlttacally poplilar, Mt 1t 1S thoroughly irre] 
sponsible. 3 


Hie wwiiteomeaper wart ter Stating LES major. paemmsomenm 
geewoO billion pound yeariy spending ceiling, sets out 
Britain's military role. There are three major issues 


raised by the White Paper which will be dealt with as 


TAT nena Debates, Commons, Weekly Hansard, No. 
@ec, COls. 239-241; Parliamentary Debates, Lomes. Heese 
Hansard, No. 615, Cols. fiZzewiS. 


145 arliamentary Debates, Commons, Weekly Hansard, 
No. 682, Col. 242. Mr. Enoch Powell, the Shadow Defense 
Minister, in reply for the Opposition. 


*°parliamentary Debates, Lords, Weekly Hansard, No. 
Gsm Col mils: 


separate items in this thesis: the Royal Navy, overseas 
deployment of British forces and the independent nature of 
‘British defense policy. Before proceeding to these major 
“eae however, a few observations on some less important 
aspects of the White Paper would not be inappropriate. 

AS with many British policy Statements on foreign 
policy and defense policy, the United Nations and disarma- 
ment provide an iilereducrem aes ee t lOn. 


Recent history underlines the importance to Britain, 

aS to all other countries of strengthening the United 
Nations as the main instrument for keeping peace 

‘7 « e e Most great Powers now realize that their own 

security can only be safe=-guarded in the long run by 

halting the international arms race.1® 


This having been said, the White Paper concludes 


that the United Nations iS an imperfect peace-keeper and 


that the arms race haS not yet been Healaadl,” | Mierenerme. 


+O -mnd. 2901, p. 4. The 1935 White Paper on Defense 
meontained a similar introduction. The first aim of British 
foreign policy was proclaimed to be the establishment of 
peace and the means to be employed included support of the 
League of Nations and reduction and limitations of inter- 
national armaments. See "White Paper of Defense .Issued in 
Connection with the House of Commons Debate on March ll, 
Eos oe as LOUNnd IM “Securrry and Demense, Internatrenas 
Somel1liation, No. 310, May, 1935, pp. 39=41. It 1s sonercr 
the purposes of this thesis to draw c@meclusions coneerning 
the differences, if any, between British defense policy in 
1966 and 1935. Such conclusion will wapeear ina eer 
chapter; however, whether or not policy has changed, it is 
fairly clear that the drafters of the current White Paper 
have not significantly changed the introductory format which 
was employed in 1935. 


17 omnd. ZIG, CO. Oe 





9 
PalecrmemusStaiave a derense policy whieh qoes beyond support 


Seeenie, UnLtea Nations and arms control. 
a hs THE ROYAL NAVY 


Much a the publicity which surrounded the publica- 
tion of the White Paper was devoted to the Royal Navy. 
Prior to its publication, it was obvious to all observers 
of British political life that the White Paper would have 
Semething tO Say about the future of aircraft carriers in 
Enewiavy, and the issue of The Economist which came out the 
week before the White Paper was made public concluded that 


Garriers were out. 


But the Navy must swallow the essential point, which 
is that most of the tasks to be performed by air 
power can be done better from land bases than from 

ng dbeyalien') fa tand Sinkable) symbols of senior-service 


prestige.1t 
The Minister of Defense for the Royal Navy, Mr. 

Christopher Mayhew, was going to resign, so it was rumored, 
because of the Government's determination to phase out 
Carriers. However, there was hope expressed in some quar- 
ters that resignations could be avoided. 

ine CSveSnHen® has decided in favor of more aircraft 

Se erather than more aircraft Carpliers—-—~a limi peeved 


only by the financial ceiling which ministers have 
felt forced co Set on defence COsSts——and Mem oc mamas 


LS RSL en at Arms," The Economist, 20e@ 7602 =m=re ome 
19, 1966. 





10 
Pnhewcadbimet were keeping their fingers crossed . . -« 
in the hope that neither Mr. Christopher. Mayhew, 
Minister of Defence for the Navy, nor any member of 
the Navy Board, would resign aS a result of this 
decision. The more stolid’ member’s of the Cabinet 
4 gave their personal view that nobody would resign. ? 
dhe day before the White Paper was to be made public, 
The Times was able to publish Mr. Mayhew's letter of resig- 
nation, and the more stolid members of the Cabinet were 
proved wrong. It was a "Dear Harold" letter, under date of 
February 17, 1966, but it went further than was expected. 
e « « I find myself unable to endorse the fundamental 
EQuritedieand Strategie aSSUMpPLIONSMOr OULr politey 
_.. ... which have been publicly indicated by Government 
spokesmen as forming the basis of the review. 
The Navy Minister was not resigning simply because 
@emtne Phase Out Of Carrier aviation but because of disagree— 
ment about the "fundamental political and strategic assump- 
tions on which the Government's policy was based." 
the White Paper dectYared that the Navygot the Po7@iee 
-will exploit the "most modern technologies, particularly in 
nuclear propulsion and guided migeiiea.e?: The Polaris sub- 
marines, with their operational readiness target date set in 
1969-1970, are scheduled to take over from the Royal Air 


mebruacy li. MOG peas Cole dks 


20rhe Times /late London air edition/, February 2l, 


1966, p. 7, col. 5. 


el omnd. ZO a Diem ie 
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Force responsibility for Britain's contribution of nuclear 
forces to NATO. The submarine force of the 1970's will 
have, said the White Paper, nuclear powered hunter-killer 
submarines ftsOsneinus, the submarine force cf theil9/0's 
will have both nuclear and conventional powered boats; the 
nuclear force will have both Polaris and hunter-killer 
capabilities. 

The surface Navy of the 1970's also received atten- 
irom im the White Paper.-* The conversion of Tiger class 
cruisers is scheduled to continue in order to increase 
their anti-submarine capabilities. However, use of cruisers 
for this purpose is a temporary measure since the White 
Paper announced the prospective addition to the fleet of a 
-new class of guided missile ship--the Type 82 destroyer=- 
which will have both surface-to-air missiles and an ASW 
capability. The White Paper announced no significant change 
‘in amphibious warfare ships and, by inference, the commando 
carriers are to remain in commission. 

In terms of its surface and submarine forces, the 
Royal Navy did not fair badly in the White Paper. Nuclear 
Mieearines and a new class of guided-missile all-purpose 
Bar race ships certainly would tend to keep the Royal Navy 
in the front ranks of the world's naval powers. However, 


ee thia. 








We 
the White Paper dealt a serious blow to Navy prestige with 
its decision on carriers. "The present carrier force will 


continue well into the 1970's; but we shall not build a new 


‘carrier (CVA Fa) = The end of aviation in the Royal 


_Navy--~-the Navy which led the world in development of the 
techniques of carrier take-off and landing--was explained 
in frank budgetary terms. "We also believe that the tasks 


for which carrier-~-borne aircraft might be required in the 


later 1970's can be more cheaply performed in other ae 


In his brief opening statement in the House of Commons 
on the defense review, the Secretary of State for Defense, 
Mr. Healey, explained the decision to abandon carrier avia- 
tion in this way: 


We shall keep our existing carrier force as long as 
possible into the 1970's, but we shall not order a 

new carrier. In the light of the military tasks we 
envisage, and of the operational return we can expect 
from its cost of & 1,400 million over the next ten 
years, we do not believe that we should ‘be justified 
in keeping a carrier force indefinitely. A new carrier 
could not become operational until 1973, when the rest 
of our carriers would be in the last phase of their 
active life. By the mid-1970's we should be able to 
reprovide the necessary elements of the carriers' 
Capability more cheaply by other means.¢? 


The decision not to build the new carrier brought 


about the resignation of the First Sea Lord, Admiral Sir 


® 
C 


aS 24 


Ibid. Cmnd. 2901, p. 10. 


*°Parliamentary Debates, Commons, Weekly Hansard, 
NG. OG2, COlee72L: 





ie 
David meen © Unlike Mr. Mayhew, the civilian head of the 
Navy, the uniformed chief could not publicly explain the 
exact reasons for his resignation. It has been suggested, 
ee cver, that Sir David resigned not so much because of the 
cancellation of the carrier, but because of the fact that 


without carriers effective military presence East of Suez 


could not be Aad nec 
1 Ea Il er OVERSEAS DEPLOYMENT 


the White Paper justified the decision not to build 
a new carrier on the fact that during the 1970's the deploy- 
ment of British forces will be such as to obviate the neces- 
Sity £Or carriers. 


Experience and study have shown that only one type 
of operation exists for which carriers and carrier- 
borne aircraft would be indispensable: that is the 
landing, or withdrawal, of troops against sophis-~ 
BlCaced oppgsition outside the range of land based 
air cover. 


The White Paper announced a plan under which land-based air- 
craft would perform on a reduced scale the strike/reconnais- 
Sance and air defense functions which are presently assigned 


® ° e 29 e ° 
Ee Carrier aviation. The extent of reduction is seen when 


Sab eee eee SO (Oe eee eee EC 


moO, DP. 2, COl. 6. 


- Newsweek, Mareh 7, 1966, eis ole 


-8cmnd., 2901, p. 10. ge ibice 


Sone New York Times /late city edition/, February 23, 


14 
one considers the land bases outside the United Kingdom 
which will be available in the 1970's. 

Britain's military presence outside Europe is de- 
clared by the White Paper to be a function of the protection 
of economic interests, the honoring of -obligations and an 
interest in seeing peace maintained.” HOWweVel ant omic an — 
mPeomamee Of Lhis presence 15 made the subjeet of important 
limitations: 


First Britain will not undertake major operations 
of war except in cooperation with allies. 


mesecond?ly, we will not accept an obligation to pro- 
vide another country with military assistance unless 
1t is prepared to provide us with the facilities we 
need to make such assistance effective in time. 
Finally, there will be no attempt to maintain defense 
facilities in an independent country against its 
wishes. 

The deployment of British forces in the Mediterranean 
will be reduced immediately. Gibraltar will be maintained 
at present force levee, -4 but there will be reductions in 
Cyprus and tigen.” In effect, the Government of Malta is 
told in the White Paper that they will have to assume a 
larger part of their own defense burden. This 1S a refrain 
which appears throughout the White Paper: the one-time 
colonial power is telling its one-time colony that the new 


cance BOR Disusom = cane 290 ley 7 euaee 


3“cmnd. 2901, p. & Seinen 26, oe, 7. 








LS 
nation must assume the financial burden of nationhood and 
pay for its own defense. 

; In the Middle East and Far East--the area East of 
Suez-~a reduction is also scheduled. In 1968, forces will 
be withdrawn from Aden, and there will be a slight increase 
in the forces stationed in the Persian Gulf as compensa- 
ene This prospective withdrawal of forces from Aden at 
the time the South Arabian Federation achieves independence 
brought an accusation of breach of agreement from the Con- 
servatives.>> The Government's answer again adopted the 
Pvoeme-—-assume the burden of nationhood. The agreements in 
@uesclon were made with Che semi-independent states which 
Pee rorm the federation. Those agreements will VTapse, an 
eremGcovernment's view, when a new independent State comes 
Bato being. 

There is no question here of "ratting" on our commit- 

ments. A country which wishes to become independent 

cannot assert the conditions for its independence as 

being exactly the Same in the defence field aswene 

conditions which it enjoyed when it was a dependent 

Berri tory. 

The Conservatives were not to be satisfied with this 


emewer, and during the full dress debate on the Whieo ePaper. 


34 


Cmnd. 2901, p. 8. See also, BParttamentan le eearce 
Commons, weekly Hansard, No. 682, col. .2 7. 


>°parliamentary Debates, Commons, Weekly Hansard, 
No. 682, col. 243. 


CT cee icone oa 








16 
Meedeamnnoch Power, the Shadow Defense Minaster,, provided 
some Seana evidence which weakens the Labor position on 
Aden. Britain agreed in 1964 to convene a conference to £f£1ix 
the date of independence for the South Arabian Federation, 
Such date to Be ace later than 1968. There was further 
agreement that this conference would conclude a defense 


agreement "under which Britian would retain her military 


base at Aden for the defence of the Federation.">’ AVq oles 


the Conservatives argued, Britain could not withdraw from 
Aden in 1968 without breaking an already-existing commit- 
ment. 

The White Paper points out that the Far East and 


Southern ASia is the area "where the greatest danger to 


38 


peace may be in the next decade." British presence will 


be maintained, but reduction of forces will take place as 


3"parliamentary Debates, Commons, Daily Hansard, 
Deieehino a) lIGGne VOL. (/2559NO. “62, Col. 1/56. (See yaeso 
"Federation of South Arabia, Conference Report," Parliamen- 
tary Command Paper, Cmnd. 2414 (London: Her Majesty's 
Stationery Office, 1964), p. 3. "The delegates expressed 
the desire that the constitutional status of Aden should be 
raised to that of the other States of the Federation; and 
maeyeaccordingly requested that British sovereignty be 
renounced as soon aS practicable, subject to the continued 
exercise by the British Government of such powers as may be 
necessary for the defence of the Federation and the fulfill- 
ment of Britain's world wide responsibilities. The Secre- 
tary of State informed the delegates that the British 
Government were prepared to accede to this request.” 


3ecmnd. 2901, p. 8. 


Ley 





soon aS conditions permit. Facilities in Malaysia and 
Singapore will be maintained as long as the Governments of 
SS ae and Siagaseee "agree that we should do so on 
acceptable sone dona The White Paper reports that dis- 
cussions have been begun with the Government of Australia 
@emeerning military bases in that country if fecessae ee 
However, the major part of military presence East of Suez 
was explained in terms of the confrontation with Indonesia, 
and during the debate, the Government put its position "on 
fie lame” an Stronger terms than those used in the White 
Paper. Mr. Healey frankly stated that: 

The fact is that Britain has got to stay east of 

Suez in any case for many years. We have direct 

responsibility for the internal security and ex- 


ternal defence of territories which are unlikely 
to become independent for some time yet. 


e co) @ @ @ 3 e a @ e e @ = e@ e oa e@ € oa e © ®@ & S ®@ 


iiemoguescion 15 NOteymether we stay GaSt Of Suez, 
but in what strength and for how long. 


The White Paper also announced that substantial 
memeces WOuld remain in Hong Kong but that forces would Be 
withdrawn from the Caribbean and the South African Terri- 


Maries, * 


| SF Ipia, (Underscoring this author's.) 


OT acl. 


SO eel sysniveReAe Debates, Commons, Daily Hansard, 


March 7, 1966, Vol. 725, No. 62, Cols ml say cu 


4¢cmnd. 2901, p. 8. 
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On the issue of deployment of forces in Germany, the 
White Paper declared that "we think it right to maintain our 
igeoUnd £OncCeS in Germany at about their existing Wevetenc= 
Miteeiore Was a MajOm PEOyIso attached to this statement, 
and that was that Neaniswimeate oem ound EOumect thie Lonergan 
Semange COStS Of the British Army of the Rhine. 

Bile thier acdeDl Ovyichimoreaorces. then, 2s SGneduled Go 
woeeems ted to Gibraltar, Malta, Cyprus, the Persian Gulf, 
Malaysia, and Borneo, and Hong Kong with forces in Germany 
if, and it is a big if, the foreign exchange cost problem 
can be solved. This deployment envisions a gradual but com- 
plete withdrawal from Libya, Aden, Swazeland, Gan, and 
British Guiana (now Guyana). It also envisions a reduction 
in forces in Eastern Malaysia and Brunei as conditions per= 
mite? 

The White Paper does not deal in terms of the numbers 
of troops to be withdrawn from the Mediterranean or the area 
East of Suez. However, the message is clear; there will be 
PoaterlonwO: OVErsecas COMMIEMeENtS EO Ehe Gxtrentumequudmcamtuc 


permit operation of the defense establishment with the 


foned oudgetary Celling. 


¥ 
6 


43 cmnd. 7S) ON IP OBS) 


BO 300 3 oerierat: on the Defence Estimates, 1966, Part II. 
Defence Estimates 1966-67," Cmnd. 2902 (London: Her 
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1966), pp. 5-15. 








as, 


Veen UNDE PENDENT PObLmGey 


The White Paper declares that the "first purpose of 


®, 


our armed forces will be to defend the freedom of the 


___ British People."?? 


At first reading, this pronouncement 
appears to indicate that when all else has been said Britain 
would adopt a policy of independence if required in defense 
of the home islands. But such an interpretation is incon- 
sistent with much else in the White Paper. There is the 
announcement that "Britain will not undertake major opera- 

——~tions of war except in cooperation with anges, ue" The 
conclusion is offered that "the security of these islands 
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still depends primarily on preventing war in Europe and 


that "continuation of the North Atlantic Alliance is vital 
& our survival.*® Thus, the White Paper sets out a depend- 
ent defense policy: allies, especially NATO, provide the 
cornerstone of defense planning. 
The question ef the independence of British defense 

policy was raised at the time the White Paper was made 

public by the resignation of the Navy Minister. ache will be 
remembered that Mr. Mayhew's letter of resignation dealt 

Met with the fact that Carrier aviation in the Royal wa 


“-cmnd. 2901, p. 4. -° “°Ibid., p. 7- 


“"Tpid., ps. 4. AS rid. 
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was to be phased out, but with his disagreement with the 
political and strategic assumption on which Britain's policy 
was DeeEC ee By custom, he was permitted to make a personal 
statement in the House explaining his resignation, and he 
took the opportunity presented to explain the nature of his 
disagreement. 


I shall try to show that the approach to the Defence 
Review has been mistaken, that the proposed cuts in 
resources are not matched by the proposed cuts in 
commitments and that the result will be strain on the 
PaleGdwOrces, Or depenceneceuon the Ui hae States 
beyond what this House should accept. 


Pp nOuGhHEtia— MovMlenw SG scOneCermmtOn the strolm on. cme 
eemea LfOrces waS genuine=-his Own experience at Dunkirk was 
still too real—--the more basic reason for his resignation 
Moemeenau the policy of the White Paper made Britain too 
peeendent on the United States. "We shall be acting not as 
a Bower in OUr OWn Light, woueeameextenSlon=or United  socaece 


Bower—-not aS Allies, but as auxiliaries of the United 


States." 


See text at note 20, supra, p. 10. 


>Oparliamentary Debates, Commons, Daily Hansard, 

memmulary 22. 1966, VOl.s 725, Nos 33, °Colwg 255. 

tae at Col. 261. Mr. Mayhew was a member of the 
farst Territorial unit to land in France in September, ss... 
He wasS witness to the disaster which was caused by such 
deployment of under-equipped and untrained forces. His 
personal statement concluded with the kind of appeal which 
marks a high moment in a parliamentary statement. "Most of 
the men whom I knew then came back safely through Dunkirk. 
But more would come back if they had the tanks and air 
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MCh Con Eero: se Onecrning dependency Won. Ene 
United States Conecernea Ene decision to buy FILLA aircraft 
from the United States. The White Paper announced that the 
Pilea would be bought to fill the gap in strike/reconnais- 
sance aircraft which would occur in the 1970's between the 
time the present Canberras became obsolete and the Anglo/ 
French variable geometry aircraft became Sperational. 2: 
Mivess Gecision was made after considering using a British/ 
French aircraft, the Spey/Mirage, and a British aircraft, 


the Buccaneer 2, to do the fie Both of these were 


rejected on the basis of performance and 266 


The point at issue was not the fact that an airplane 
itwesthe FIlIA was required. In his personal Statement, the 
ex-Minister of Defense for the Royal Navy disposed of that 
question; even the Navy agreed that it was essential to 
obtain such an airplane. 


It should be placed to the credit of the Admiralty 
Board that from the beginning to the end of the 
Defence Review it stoutly maintained that if we were 
to remain east of Suez we should need FIIIA's for 
the job as well as carriers.>>- 


Sugeort When they needed "and deserved 22s.) ]sateceu. 
vemecd that the House will never allow that kine omeeiane 
to happen again." See Daily Hansard, as cited, Col. 265. 


"“cmnd. 2901, pp. 10-11. 
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>°Parliamentary Debates, Commons, Daily Hansard, 
memeuary 22, 1966, VoL. 125, No. 53, €olweeo or 





Ce 
There was to be no bomber/carrier controversy between the 
Royal Navy and Royal Air Force such as had caused the 
"Admiral'ts revolt" im the U. S. Defense Department. The 
objection was not GOnEher ohne lteSclto Diitmeo trie fact that 
it increased mittee and economic dependence on the United 
Siecle S « 

In his opening statement, the Secretary of State for 
Pememoe sald that the “foreign exehnange cost of the FILIJA 
Pumgemase will be met by sales of British Equipment to the 
United States and third aeatsiaites 622 The Opposition 
pointed out that it was not quite that simple, and that the 
Mibcmes were to be bought On credit with an Opportunity for 
British firms to bid, without differential or tariff restric- 
proms, On orders for American equipment. 

‘Further dependency on the United States was announced 
in the White Paper in the decision to use more C130's to 
RIvemgeoodmene ShHOrtcCOmMings in the performanee Of Ene Belifase 
in air ean oree This increased air-lift capability 
takes on additional importance when viewed alongside the 
decision to retire the mobility represented by carriers. 


Tos lac cols. 240-241. 


Sarl. DIOL, Sq 22- 
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POtwPoeciloS tombe the policy Of the future, an 
increasing dependence on long range aircraft /the 
geo oan the elo0lS/ se slisely we Shall have a 
chain of bases ...- .»- The policy to ensure a chain 
of new bases, such as the island base strategy, to 
which very little reference is made in the White 
Paper, would inevitably lead to further reliance 
upon American equipment. °9 


It is not only equipment that brings about the de- 
Pemacmee On the United States. Mr. Mayhew suggested, in his 
Personal statement, that the world role envisioned on the 
limited funds available also brought about this dependency. 


I cannot feel that it is right that a nation which 
Gonsraers 1tself Strong enough £O take on a world 
e——TOoLe 2s. .« Can, atthe same time, say it is too poor 
EoOmakhOrd the Sailors with the Ships and equipment 

Bite ney nmeed fOr the tasks they are Ordered co 
Gatesy OUT. 


Because the Government iS Unwilling to spend the money to 
SUppert a world role, the ability to play the role depends 
on the United States. 


The White Paper policy would mean virtually taking 
no action at all on our own initiative, even if 
appealed to by those whom we are supposed to be 
Supporting. If they appeal for our help, we shall 
stand idly by. Alternatively, we shall act with the 
consent and support, or promised support, of our 
vastly more powerful ally, the United States, -and 
the more we act the more we shall depend on their 
SuUppOrt « « « « L come to the reviews" lasteline vos: 


>? parliamentary Debates, Commons, Daily Hansard, 


Maren 7, 1966, Vol. 725, No. 62, Col. 2550 sesie Jone ecm 
for the Opposition. 


OO parliamentary Debates, Commons, Daily Hansard, 
mebriary 22, 1966, Vols 725, No. 53, Cole 
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defence: our allies--that is to say the Americans-- 
wid help us out. 


The White Paper, then, does spell out a defense 
‘policy which is clearly not one of complete independence. 
There is depenGdence on allies--NATO and especially the 

United States. There is a heavy dependence on the United 
States for equipment, and the White Paper appears to further 
ite) dependence. Fe quest tO@mm ee shen consider cdma, later 
chapter is whether this dependence 1s so great as to pre- 
clude any kind of independent action at all in the political/ 
military sphere. 


Saetpiids. .colseaGo =2G Ie 





CHAPTER 17 
THE INTER-WAR PERIOD 


After having considered the 1966 Defense White Paper, 
it is now Bree to examine some aspects of British 
@etense Policy in days gone by. This chapter will deal with 
ie peritod from 1919 until 1939. A subsequent chapter will 


Seer british defense policy from 1945 until the) present. 
I. THE FIRST DECADE--IMPERIAL DEFENSE 


A discussion of British Defense policy in the inter- 
war period can be approached in various ways. There is no 
Demtem Way, however, than tO Start with Sir Winston Spencer 
Churchill's evaluation of the policy of the War Cabinet 
which was announced after the Armistice in 1919. During the 
course of the war, the British Empire had mobilized, anda 
vast and efficient military machine had been eneseecme ial 
1919, the War Cabinet decided that this machine should be 
rapidly dismantled, and the service departments were ele! 1286 
base their planning on the assumption that the "British 


Empire will not be engaged in any great war during the next 


’ 
e 


aor an analysis of the contributions of the compo- 
nent parts of the Empire to the Allied victory in World War 
IT, see Donald Cowie, An Empire Prepared (London: George 
Allen and Unwin Limited, 1939), pp. 40-151. 
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ten years, and that no expeditionary forces will be re- 
quired."* Churchill himself PEODOSeCd,, (iawmioce, sthat. tlds 
assumption be reiterated for another ten-year period, but he 
Pened the caveat that the assumption should be reviewed 
yearly by the Committee on Imperial Derenee. The ten-year 
rule remained in effect until 1932 when the MacDonald Govern- 
ment abandoned it. 

Since the British Governments of the decade of the 
BeemtlLes were proceeding Om the basis of the “no war £0r 
ten years" rule, it is understandable that the British 
defense policy of the period reverted, in part, to the policy 
Paemperial defense. The duty of the Royal Navy was the 
Pemeection of the lines of communication to the Empire; the 
duty of the Army was to act as an Imperial police force. 
During the 1920's then, the Navy had a misSion which was 
closer to its mission in war than was the mission assigned 
to the Army. There is, of course, a quantitative distinc- 
tion to be drawn between the peace-time and war-time mission 
of the Navy; but protection of the sea lanes and preparation 
for blockade were logical parts of Navy planning ane apenas 
ration even in the IOAO0g = Unlike the Navy, the Army hada 
eee 


winston S. Churchill, The Gathering Stormm (Bosten. 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1948), p. 50. | 


3thid. 


40 F. Wentworth-Shields, The Empire on Guard (London: 
Faber and Faber, Limited, 1938), pp. 43-45 
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MLSS1i0On in the first decade of the inter-war period which was 
quite dissimilar from its mission in war and was, indeed, 
unlike the then existing tasks assigned to the other Armies 
be the world. The conscript Armies of the continent served 
pmosc entirely at home and had the sole duty of protecting 
land frontiers from invasion. The British Army usually had 
peouenOne half Of 1ts regular strength serving outside of the 
United Kingdom and had developed a special system which was 
responsive to its special requirements. In the 1920's, the 
Hesston Of the Army was Clear: First to provide garrisons 
eiemseas, Second,,.cOmreinforce these garrisons in time of 
war; third, to defend the United Kingdom; fourth, to inter- 
vene abroad on behalf of British interests.> Lts Mission 
stressed overseas responsibility and this primary responsi- 
Pimtiy was later to be modified only because Of alr power. 

The special system which the Army used to meet its 
Speelal requirements was the Cardwell System. Its main prins 
emecs were the Mailntenanee Of a Regular reserve and the use 
Smee winked Battalions." The Regular soldier never really 
Wost his identification with his regiment. After Ae Reig 
of active service, he would return to civilian life with an 
Obligation to rejoin his regiment in an emergency. The rela- 


tively small regular Army had a reserve of non-commissioned 


Cowie, op. Gite, supra note. ly Oe i. 
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officers and officers who could respond on short notice to 
form the cadre of an expanded military establishment. The 
“linked Battalion" system provided for a battalion at home 
and a battalion abroad for each regiment. The home battal- 
ion handled training of recruits and provided the Regular 
yamy 'S defense reserve in the United Kingdoms The system 
worked well and permitted the Army to discharge its respon- 
Sibilities as the imperial police force at a minimum of 
GGct. St was, however, not an easy task to transform this 
establishment into a general war machine. However, in the 
decade of the ‘twenties, the "no war for ten years" rule 
permitted Army planners to be unconcerned about this problem. 

ime" police” responsiblliltres Of the sArmy “dur igiemeni. 
- period were exercised in a number of ways. It would be.a 
mistake to conclude that the Army of the inter-war period 
was strictly an army of peace. From 1919 until 1938, the 
meomy was Engaged in thirty=—three significant “police actions” 
meee Service of the Empire. Some of Ehese were small and) 
involved only a few men; in November of 1937, company 
strength forces were moved from Bermuda to Trinidad to quell 
GEHOES « However, other of the actions were large scale and 
provided a testing ground for new tactical concepts. In 
1922, unrest in Waziristan, India, saw the beginning of a 
major action, which lasted until March, 1924. A total of 


340,000 troops were employed during the two-year period. 
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The job of policeman for the Empire could very well involve 
large-scale military operations.° 

Military operations in India and the Middle East pro- 
vided a testing ground for the new weapon of World War I-- 
the airplane. Liddell Hart argues that the 1930 debate over 
miemortgntticance Of alr power was really a wseless argument 
Since air control had been in regular use for ten years in 
the Middle East and had proved itself there. | Aircraft had 
also played their part in India, not only in reconnaissance 
meres, but in carrying out bombing missions. British de- 
fense policy in respect to Afghanistan, even in the early 
1920's, assigned the primary role to the R.A.F., and the 
Indian Field Army was no longer expected to mount an Afghan 
iimeston.e in 1922, the R.A.F. waS assiqned the responsi-= 
Briacy of the garrisoning of Iraq, and control was accom-— 
plished with air power instead of field forces.° 

If the above-described air operations proved the 
importance Gf ale POWer EOubyL ti sham erie amy en. liceromcs 
Liddell-Hart argues, they also brought about a less desir- 
able side effect. It was so much cheaper, in relative terms, 


fe garrison a country like Iraq with R-A.Fs than with the 


a 
§ 


ala. PDe 172-176. 


"Basil H. Liddell Hart, The British Way in Warfare 
(London: Faber and Faber, Limited, 1932), pp. 233-2407 


Slbid., pp. 143-161. 
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Army that there was little attempt to develop interservice 
tactics and strategy during the period. Black and white 
comparisons were drawn: in India, 100 planes and 2,000 
ey crs and men were able to accomplish a task which had 
previously been the responsibility of 60,000 men of the 
200,000-man Army in India. The cost of the garrison in Iraq 
dropped from 20,000,000 pounds under the Army in 1920 to 
1,500,000 under the R.A.F. in 1930. These comparisons led 
to the conclusion that the R.A.F. could do exactly the same 
job as the Army at one-tenth the cost; the Army was, accord- 
ingly, denied appropriations which it needed to develop 
itself into a fighting arm to move with the advance of air 
power. 

The airplane can probably claim with justification to 
be the.single most important piece of military hardware to 
join the Empire's arsenal in the ‘twenties. But the tank 
mvecemot far behind. In the period from 1927 to 1930; the 
British Army became mechanized. Tanks were no longer an 
iimemnment: tO be held ian resemye and concentrated for the 
decisive blow ina battle. They were also to be used as the 
spearhead of the advance. In classic terms, they were to be 
used as both heavy and light cavalry. It was well into the 
1930's before tank doctrine was completely understood by 


British military planners, but the change in thinking had 


oll 
peer eed. One cannot help wondering if the German African 
campaign might not have ended differently if this basic 
change in military philosophy had not been accomplished in 
the British Army in the inter-war period. 

It is not unreasonable to conclude that British 
defense policy in the first decade of the inter-war period 
in respect to the Army and Air Force waS a success. The 
policy, as has been noted, was based on the “ten year rule," 
and that rule proved valid for the decade involved. The 
Army accomplished its job as the Empire's policeman at a 
cost to the British taxpayer which was not unbearable. New 
doctrine was developed and the thinking, if not the equip- 
ment, was superior to any in the world. The Air Force was 
also growing aS a separate service. Its mission was widen- 
ing and it was demonstrating that it could take its place 
alongside its sister services aS an important and vital 
component of imperial defense. What, however, of the Navy 
fearing oma de— inmi a lomnene mh pers qi COM-crehce 
declared that cooperation among the various portions of the 
Empire was required to produce naval security and that 
"equality with the naval strength of any other power is a 


minimum standard for that purpose.""° Shortly after this 


or 2S ee 


5358 Gle- pp. 185-201. 


10 summary of the TranSactions Of the Cemterene mem 


2 
statement was made, the Washington Naval Conference con- 
vened.?+ Dies Pp recceammcicmeormtie Connor ence andicaee telat 
Britain obtained the desired minimum standard of "equality 
Mirth any Other power.” As a result of the agreements 
reached at the Conference and the 5:5:3 formula, the Royal 
Navy wasS on a par with the United States in capital ships. 
This met the minimum standard, and it was met in a "contest" 
with a genuinely friendly power. Relations between the 
United States and Great Britain were certainly good, and 
Only a wild imagination could envision conflict between the 
two. In Europe, Britain had the advantage over both the 
ftalian and French fleets in a ratio of about 5 to aoe 
Indeed, for some time after the Conference, Britain had an 
advantage Over the United States ina ratio of 5.8 to 5.2. 
When H.M.S. Nelson and H.M.S. Rodney joined the fleet, four 
Older ships were scrapped, and the ratio was reduced from 


5-5 to 5.2. There were differences in weight of metal which 


Eepeerrime Ministers and Representatives of the United King- 
dom, the Dominions and India, June 20-August 5, 1921, as 
reproduced in "Present Problems of the Commonwealth of 
®erttish Nations," International Conciliation, No. 167, 
Weeober, 1921, p. 16. 


Zz Bcee "Washington Conference on the Limitation of 
Armaments,'' International Conciliation, No. 169, December, 
2 1, PDe 5-77. , 

ee 


G. M. Gathorne-Hardy, A Short History of ijees. 
Mational Affairs 1920-1939 (fourth edition; Lomdem- se: tom 
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University Press, 1964), pp. 63-65. 
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tended to offset this advantage, however. The 16-inch guns 
Soe oe. WESt Virginia, U.S.S. Colorado, and U.S.S. Mary= 
land had ranges of 34,500 yards compared to the maximum gun 
in the Royal Navy, the 15-inch, 30,000-yard main battery in 
H.M.S. Hood. *> 

In terms of capital ships, the Royal Navy could not 
be dissatisfied with the Washington Conference. The Confer- 
ence put no limitations on cruisers and Britain was ahead 
of any other nation in both numbers and ability to use these 
"guardians of the life line of empire." The Naval position 
Toewechererore, equally as good as the positions Of the 
other services in the ‘twenties. Problems were to come, and 


perhaps should have been foreseen, but they were problems of 


the next decade. 


Iie THE SECOND DECADE--DISARMAMENT 


AND REARMAMENT 


An acceptable starting point for a review of defense 


policy in the second decade of the inter-war periad is the 


to por an interesting diseussion Ofpene VasmnG ean 
Conference, see Frederick Moore, America's Naval Challenge 
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1929), pp. 77-103; fora 
ship-by-ship analysis of the capital ships of both Navies 
see Moore, op. cit., pp. 118-119. Although the U. S. Navy 
eould claim the heavier guns and the greater sanGgeymere— 
©f the British ships (H.M.S. Renown, H-M.S. Hood, wangeae ee 
Repulse) could claim speeds of 31 Knots. The newest and 
mest Us. Ss battleships could Claim only 22 tnees. 
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Defense White Paper issued in 1935. Up until 1935, there 
were separate votes on the estimates for each of the serv- 
ices, and these votes generated parliamentary discussion on 
defense matters. However, there was no debate of defense 
aS a whole. In 1935, defense estimates were increased in 
mesponse to world affairs, and the Government felt that a 
"debate on Imperial Defence as a whole" was in order. A 
White Papers was issued which set forth the basic princi- 
ples of British defense policy. The principal aim of 
Prvitish foreign policy was proclaimed to be the establish- 
ment of peace; the methods used to accomplish this were 
varied but included the following: 

1. Support of the League of Nations. 


2. Promotion of international instruments designed 
to produce security among nations such as: 


ae Briand-Kellogg Pact 


b. The Four-Power and Nine-Power Treaties 
Cenecerning ities har Basctu. 


Gem one Locarno Treaties. 


das Propesels, for inereasing Security om 
Eastern Europe and the Danube baSin. 


3. ->rhe return into “thevscomity of natlomemal ere 
countries which have been enemies in the late 
: war,'' by suspension of reparations, membership 
in the League, evacuation of the Rhineland, euc. 


See "White Paper on Defense Issued in connection 
with the House of Commons Debate on March 11, 1935," Inter- 
meciOnal Conciliation, No. 310, May, 1935, pee s7e4e. 
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(eR eOWe elon and lm cation Of international! 
armaments. 


These methods were declared in the White Paper to be 
gate part of the defense policy of the Government. But the 
Government could no longer "close its eyes to the fact that 
eeequatce defenses are still required for security."?° Uni- 
lateral disarmament had not worked, and serious deficiencies 
had accumulated in all services, and the danger point had 
been reached. The increases in the Air Force begun in 1934 
were to be speeded up, and the Army and Navy would be im- 
proved by "supplying technical deficiencies, providing up- 
to-date equipment and adequate personnel and reserves of 
war material.">/ 

The White Paper concluded with an assignment of serv- 
Ce missions. PeewNaviye SS. aS alWays, tne first eine mes 
defense."'7® In order that this first line have its proper 
equipment, more cruisers were required immediately, and the 
‘battle fleet had to be updated. Thus, the Washington Naval 
feaeaty and the London Treaty of 1930 would have to be re- 
considered. 

ihe Washington Naval Treaty, discussed above gedeate 


only with capital ships. Age, not numbers or weight was the 


problem in that category. The London Naval Treaty dealt 





road ae pp. 39-41. 16lbid., ome alae 


TG. pe 43. 18inid., p. 44. 
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with cruisers and smaller ships, and that is where the real 
problem lie. The London Naval Treaty set limits on cruiser 
strength, and the Admiralty was responsible for the danger- 
ously low limits which were set for Great Britain. Up until 
1930, the Admiralty had insisted on seventy cruisers as the 
absolute minimum; in 1930, it was decided that fifty was an 
acceptable minimum. It is arguable that this decision was 
made by the Admiralty because of the improved international 
climate created by the spirit of Locarno and the Briand- 
Kellogg Pact. Nonetheless, it was made, and Great Britain 
was to suffer because of it. Another aspect of the London 
Treaty which contributed to Britain's disadvantageous naval 
position in 1935 was that portion of the treaty proclaiming 
a five-year holiday in capital ship construction. Since one 
Royal Navy ships covered by the Washington agreement were 
Older than the normal, BricowmmecOouldgnot replace at. Enem pace 
Originally envisioned at Washington by the Admiralty repre- 
sentatives in 120502 

The Army was aSSigned its new mission in the White 
Paper also. Defenses of ports, coaStal defense, and anti- 


aircraft defense were given high priority. Mechanization 


& 
6 


A yey Bernard Acworth, The Navy and the Next War 


(London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, Limited, 1934), pp. 55-67, 
ead 200-2310; Gathorne Hardy, Op. Cit.) supmamnore emer 
189-197, for a discussion on the absolute minimun. 
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and modernization of equipment were includeda.*? The changing 
mission of the Army now placed home defense first; in the 
pe920"s defense of the United Kingdom was its third mission 
Micetnie OVeErseas garrisons and their reinforcement in war 
came first BAe second. Pespectivelyo=w=now Garrison duties 
were second in importance, and by 1938, there was no rein- 
forcement mission ieee." 

In the 1938 debates on the Army Estimates, this 
--Change of mission and philosophy was spelled out in detail 
by the then Secretary of State for War, Mr. Hore~-Belisha. 
The overseas garrisons were to be maintained in time of 
peace at a strength which would be adequate for defense if 
war should come. Local forces were to be used where pos- 
Sible, and those regular Army units which could be replaced 
by local forces were to return to the United Kingdom. The 
primary purpose of the Army was declared to be home defense. 
Air attack was the major item to be defended against. 
Internal security was also assigned as an Army responsi- 
bility. The Territorial Army and the Regular Army together 
were to accomplish these new tasks.* 
a “0 nite Paper, Supra MOce 14 3p.54 or 
tcowie, op. cit. supra note 1; pe. l/s. 


*eentworth-Shields, op. cit. supra note 4, pp. 68-70. 
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VinewrGyvoteAat —FOree has, aS tS principal role, to 
provide (with the cooperation of ground defenses) for the 
protection of the United Kingdom and particularly London 
against air aisiseee As indicated above, expansion of the 
R.A.-F. had begun in 1934, and the tempo was now increased. 
Numbers of planes and numbers of pilots were increased, and 
aircraft design and performance were improved.** 

By the time the Defense White Paper was issued in 
Mareh Of 1938, progress could be reported. Most impressive, 
Bernaps, 1S the report of Navy tonnage building: from about 
140,000 tons of shipping being built in 1935, the January l, 
iocower gure had risen to almost 350,000 tons. Two capital 
ships, one aircraft carrier, and seven cruisers were under 
Semnstruetion. During the year, from April, 1938, to Serer 
1939, some sixty new ships were to be put in service. In- 
dustrial production of armament for both the Army and Air 
Force was reported on the increase. Fifty-nine new air 
ions were acquired. Increases in personnel in all serv- 


ices were reported, and Civil Defense preparations were under 


25 
Way 
oo 2 See 
White Paper, supra note 14, p. 46. 
4 entworth=Shields, op. Cit. SUDPrPa Note 4, po wees —oor 
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mStatement Relating to Defence," Parliamentary veo r— 
Mand Paper, Cmd. 5682 (London: H. M. Stationery Ofrtee 
1938) e 
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By the time the 1939 White Paper was issued, more 
progress Coll Gmecmi cer Led lnome lvl lan swaspects Of detense 
planning, however, play the major part in the 1939 statement. 
Pemtenal Service, Air Rald Precautions, evaluation plans are 
set forth as part of the Nation's defense policy. There is 
an expression of determination in the White Paper that was 
perhaps lacking in previous statements on defense. 
wee « BUE On the absence Of a general reduction of 
armaments it is inevitable that this country should 
continue to take the steps necessary, in the light 
of present developments, for its own protection and 
for the discharge of its responsibilities elsewhere. 
« « e His Majesty's Government .. . are confident 
that the people of this country will be ready to bear 
Pic mNeoavy soun@enulunvOlLvVed, and wilt vohare che eterna 
nation of His Majesty's Government to ensSure the 
adequacy of our Defence preparations. 
intel o7 eo studyve Group nm the Royal “institute .ot 
International Affairs considered the issue of Imperial 
Sefensce in Lts study of the political and strategic inter= 
Peo OL the United Kingdom. ~/ Defense of the Empire was 
viewed as a matter of mutual assistance. The Dominions were 
not able to look after their own interests in an adequate 
Peashion, and, by inference, the United Kingdom needed the 


% 


“Astatement Relating to Defence," Parliamentary Com- 
mand Paper, Cmd. 5944 (London: H. M. Stationery Office, 
ms); p. LO 

et Povall Institute of International Affairs, Polmtiedt 
mod Strategie Interests of the United Kimgqdon eine cue een 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1939). 
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No longer, however, did the United Kingdom take 


the Empire to war with it, and the Dominions would have to 


make their own decisions when the time came. Guest Britain 


unreservedly promised to go to the assistance of any 


Dominion that was attacked. Imperial defense now had six 


baSic principles: 


1. 


2. 


The defense of the British Isles from every likely 
form of attack must be assured. 


The self-governing Dominions must shoulder, and 
indeed have accepted, the responsibility for 
their own defense until such time as reinforce- 
ments can reach them from other parts of the 
Commonwealth. 


India, with the help of the British elements of 
the army and the Royal Air Force in India, is 
responsible for her own defense. 


BieCmeOMOnleS es LOrecreSSes and PrOteecroOnaces ame 
held by British regular garrisons, in ‘some 
cases reinforced by regular native troops or 
by colonial volunteer forces, and in other 
cases protected by native troops alone. 


The Royal Navy and the Royal Air Force must keep 
the sea communications of the Empire open. 


An Imperial Reserve, in the form of a military 
field force and air forces,must be available 
to send as a reinforcement to any threatened 
Doin ti. 


Defense policy, as an aspect of a country's foreign 


Boacy, must be judged by its results. Jf the main@onjece 


Of British defense policy in the inter-war period was the 


Tce Dereao. 
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Peeseavatlonm Of the peace, tEhen the events of September, 
1939, demonstrated the failure of the policy. However, if 
the purpose of the policy is to be prepared for the war that 
Might come if the country's foreign policy fails, then a 
flrrerent judgment might obtain. in the first decade of the 
inter-war period, the "no war for ten years" rule proved 
sound, and Imperial defense, as it then operated, was a 
success. The British defense establishment integrated the 
use of the airplane and the tank into its philosophy of 
arms. There was no Billy Mitchell in the British Army, and 
the Royal Air Force was accepted by her sister services with 
an acceptable level of complaint. The Royal Navy, even with 
its “notorious reserve," accepted aviation and the Fleet Air 
Arm made progress in carrier use. 

.In the second decade of the inter-war period, the 
defense planners dropped the "ten year" rule; perhaps 1932 
was a few years too late, but it was not disastrously late. 
The major flaw to be found in the defense policy of the 
"thirties is the attempt to force other nations to disarm 
by the example of unilateral disarmament. By 1935, the 
Government could well admit that the policy had not worked. 
In fairness, it must be admitted that the Government tried 
to regain its lost ground. But the failures of British arms 
in the early part of the war resulted most directly from the 


fact that the lost ground could not be regained. 
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As to the separate services in the 1930's, the Navy, 
it appears, comes off third best. The Washington Naval Con- 
ference did very little, if anything, to put -the Royal Navy 
a an advantage. The London Conference gave too much ground 
Becne 1SSue of Cruisers, but even this was not a tragic 
Loss. 

IiMemeteoneO: SurT aCe aeEacks WaS Great, Duc the Grak 
Spee and the Bismark were disposed of. The real flaw to be 
BOuUnNG in the naval policy of the ‘thirties is the lack of 
appreciation of the submarine menace. The Anglo-German 
Naval Agreement is not significant because of the 100:35 
maero; if is Significant in that the German Navy could 
DurlEad a Submarine force of almost unlimited size. Not only 
were the Navy's planners wrong in letting the Germans build 
pete force, bue they did far too Iittie in developing an 
anti-submarine warfare capability. When Churchill asked the 
Miecea States for ships, it was not for capital ships or 
“ruisers but for destroyers which could play an ASW role. 

On balance, it is reasonable to conclude that British 
defense policy in the inter-war period was clearly not a 
failure. Indeed, it was more successful than many of the 
meoo-1939 commentators thought it would be. Ihe Bratish 
Isles were defended, the Dominions remained free from 
attack, the gates of India remained guarded, and the sea 


lanes were kept open. The country was prepared for war; it 
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was not as well prepared as it should have been, but perhaps 


democratic nations never are. 





CRAP Arik sbi r 
POST WORLD WAR II 


eS not within the scope of this thesis to examine 
the policy or the strategy of the British defense establish- 
ment during the Second World War. However, aS a vehicle to 
provide a means of transition from the previous discussion 
of the inter-war period to a consideration of post-war 
defense policy, it is appropriate to have in mind Churchill's 
theme for his work on the Second World War: "In War: Reso- 
Micron: In Defeat: Defiance; In Victory: Magqnaminity;. In 

al 


Peace: Good Will." That briefly sums up British defense 


policy during the war: resolution, defiance, and victory. 
io) LHE DECADES OF “DECLINE 


As World War II ended, Britain faced a new and un- 
eertain situation in world affairs. She had created a tre- 
mendous war machine whose contributions to victory through- 
out the world were, to say the least, major ones. But the 
cost of the military victory had left the country a finan- 
clal sredere of its former self, and the post-war world was 
Bot the place in which immediate restoration of its economic 


and financial situation was possible. 


lwinston S. Churchill, The Gathering Stormy(soc ten. 
Heugmston Mifflin Company, 1948), p.simai 
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The development of a defense policy in the transi- 
tional period was a major task for the new Labor Government 
an the United Kingdom. At the time of Germany's collapse, 
there were over five million men and women in the British 
armed forces, and approximately four million were involved 
in war anor vers ~ Out of a total population of some 
ELL ty million, > Pie nwa lNOSt AON Pern mCcenrewerema. heGU.Ly lic 
volved in the war machine. The major defense problem of 
the immediate post-war period was the accomplishing of mas- 
Sive demobilization while at the same time maintaining a 
defense posture which would permit the satisfactory comple- 
tion of remaining missions and tasks. 
The 1946 Defense White Paper set out these tasks: 
The provision of our Share of the forces to ensure 
the execution by Germany and Japan of the terms of 


Surrender. 


PAeepEovislonm Of our Share of the forces for the 
Gecupatlon ef AUSteela. 


The provision of forces to maintain law and order 
in Venezia Giulia. 


The provision of forces to assist the Greek nation 
in its recovery. 


The provision of forces to enable us to carry out 
our responsibilities in Palestine. 





-"statement Relating to Defence," Parliamentary Com- 


mand Paper, Cmd. 6743 (London: His Majesty's Stationery 
Srrice, 1946), p. 2. 


Joseph Whitaker, Whitaker's Almanack (London: 
William Gleowes and Sons, Limited, 1946) spew oumnr 











46 


TicmlaaulGattOneOnwapanese Occupation of Allied 
eem@e lL EOnTtes sim OOUEn—hast ASla. 


The maintenance of internal security and settled 
Sonar erOnocmenbougioue the Empire. 


The safeguarding of our communications and the up- 
keep of our bases. 


The White Paper indicated that a defense establish- 
ment of considerable size was still required to accomplish 
the missions set forth above. Over one million men would 
have to remain in uniform, and compulsory service under the 
National Service Act was still to be required. 

Ene whessons, Pearmea during the war years were nou eo 
be lost, and the 1946 White Paper promised concrete pro- 
posals to take advantage of the "development which has taken 
place during the war in the central machinery for the con- 
mebol Of Our war effort."© The promise was made good when a 
white paper on "Central Organization for Defence" was pub- 
lished in October, ioaGee This White Paper reviewed the 
wartime arrangement whereby the Prime Minister assumed the 
title of Minister of Defense and instituted the War Cabinet) 


ana Chief of Staff Rontaceeeece” fe was CONnCluded enaewtenis 


4 5 


Cmd. 6743, pp. 4-5. Ibid., p. 6. 


SThid., Beno 


"Central Organisation for Defence," Parliamentary 
Command Paper, Cmd. 6923 (London: His Majesty's Stationery 
Sitice, 1946). 


Scmd. 6923, p. 4. 
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centralized control needed to be retained, but that the 
peace-time political environment would preclude the Prime 
fae eer from maintaining the function and the Defense Com- 
mittee and a Ministry of Defense was established.” The 
Pomme COnmareeenmune Manistry, and the Chief of Staffs 
wommrttee with a JOint Staff system were designed to provide 
comprehensive defense proposals which would ensure that "the 
resources available for defence are laid out to the best 
advantage in terms of manpower, weapons and equipment, works 
Pemeces, amenities, suena! 

Bote timnAG ae enieh wd OCGamtzatrom POmadesensemwm Help 
incorporated the lessons learned in World War II, and it had 
certain missions and tasks to be accomplished. The main 
problem which faced the defense planners during the immedi-~ 
ate post-war period was that of the reduction of manpower 
and the almost unbearable costs involved in overseas secu- 
merty. Notwithstanding Churchill's disclaimert+--"r have not 
become the King's First Minister to preside over the liquida- 
tion of the British Empire"--the Empire was liquidated in 


large measure. No longer did Britain have the far-flung 


Empire to provide military and naval bases around the world. 


7cmd. 6923, p. 6. 10 Tpid, 


11 


Policy, 1945-1962 (/n.p./: Ohio State University occ an 
rJ64),  powel angee2o—2 30. 
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Some bases were retained through the sufferance of the new 
nation who had left colony status behind. In other situa~ 
fons, the bases were simply not available. “By 1954, the 
Bice rt of an air-lifted central strategic reserve came into 
being. In that year, the Government proposed that there be 
eeoradual reduction in the size of the Army, and that it be 
meeanstituced in Britain aS a strategic reserve ready to fiy 
memeroUble Spots which stiil required British intervention.** 
Mne second half of the answer to the question of mobility 
was found in the "Commando." This Navy solution took the 
World War II term and created an entirely different unit. 
Aircraft carriers were modified to carry personnel and 
equipment of a Royal Marine Commando and, hence, floating 
bases were provided which could respond to a crisis anywhere 
an Aerie 

During this same post-war period, Britain also faced 
- the dilemma of the nuclear weapon. Britain had had a part 
in the development of the atomic bombs which ended the 
Japanese War. She continued development of her own bomb 
until in 1953 the Government embarked on a program to 
develop a strategic nuclear force.t* This force was based 
on bomber delivered weapons, and it used as its model the 


te tpid., a ike nce pp. 15-16. 


14 tpid., pp. 24-25. 
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We os. Strategic Air Command. Hence, Britain, her Empire 
Some and her once supreme world financial position lost for- 
ever, still could claim a place among the nuclear giants. 

It was during this same post-war period that Britain 
entered into the alliance system which was a radical depar- 
ture from established principle of the past. The obliga- 
tions of NATO, SEATO, and CENTO were a clear departure from 
the traditional maritime strategy of the past. Britain 
found itself with a permanent military commitment on the 
Continent almost without knowing why. The invasion of 1944 
was an obvious necessity, and the occupation responsibili- 
ties were a logical consequence. However, before the 
occupation ended, the Cold War had intensified and NATO 
became the next reasonable step. The United States became 
involved in Korea, and Britain was left to shoulder a much 
heavier burden in Europe than had been anticipated. Gradu- 
ally, and because there waS simply no other alternative, 
Britain Seecrpt-deitseeolleimegtne alliance structure wana by 
the mid-fifties Sir Anthony Eden could observe that an 
effective defense system in Western Europe was essential to 
the security of the United Kingdom. The nation which had 
historically relied on its Navy and had refused alliances in 
purOpe found itself firmly committed around the wortadeenmegn 


the alliance system. 


15Ibid., PDe 18-24. 
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By the mid-fifties then, Britain had responded with 
viable solutions to the problems in defense raised in the 
first decade after World War II. Her response had cost 
money, but she was still, in her view, a world power to be 
reckoned with. But there were disquieting Signs: except 
for period of war, defense expenditures had not in the past 
exceeded 3 per cent of the Gross National Product. In con- 
east, in 952, almost 12 per cent of the G.N.P. was going 
to defense.?° Rapid technological change and loss of over- 
meaomoases had £orced secumnity costs up and up. In order 
tO GO as well in the second decade after World War II, con- 
tinued high or even higher defense investment could be 
required. There would be new problems in the decade between 
1955 and 1965. Could they be solved as effectively as those 
in the, period between 1945 and 1955? Suez provided part of 
the answer, and it was in the negative. 

The Suez crises provided clear evidence that the 
British defense establishment was, teadecd, Iiving an a 
changing world. The pressure brought by the United States 
meee the Soviet Union, coupled with the economic drain of 
the enterprise itself, soon resulted in the withdrawal of 
British and French forces. It had become absolutely clear 
that the gulf between national resources and political 


desire on the international scene could not be ignored.~” 


pail DDe 33-40. ee DDe 229-235. 
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In the decade after Suez, an attempt was made to ad- 
just Britain's defense position in the light of her economic 
Pesources., Im 1762; the Conservative Government set forth 
the baSic objectives of British defense policy in its Par- 
liamentary eciiiana Paper on detenoe ce The objectives were 
threefold: to maintain the security of the country; to 
Bay Ole Obligations for the protection of British terri- 
tories overseas and of "those to whom we owe a special duty 
by treaty or otherwise"; and to make a contribution to free 
world defense through various individual and collective 
Secuml ty arrangements .~7 Tie oeacentenesaeeclared. themooveCr = 
ment's support of disarmament and then proceeded to outline 
the forces and policies that would be used to achieve the 
fo tecamaerense Objectives. Insurance Was required, de— 
clared. the statement, against the possible loss of fixed 
installations overseas by keeping men and heavy equipment 
Beloat and by increasing the air and sea lift capability of 
Ene Strategic Reserve. -— The statement further indicated 
that there would be a balance of nuclear and conventional 
forces and that there would be continued support for 


Britain's alliance responsibilities. 


. 
¢ 


1Sustatement on Defence, 1962, The Next Five Years,” 


Parliamentary Command Paper, Cmnd. 1639 (London: Her Maj- 
esty's Stationery Office, 1962). 
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In February, 1965, the Labor Government published its 
revision to the Conservative-drafted "five year enema" 
There was a restatement of policy objectives: the guarantee 
of Hatlonal security sand a continual effort toward peace 
Pomc tability inethe world as a wnole. These objectives 
were declared to be inseparable and unattainable by armed 
force Blea The Labor Government also indicated its sup- 
Poiee Ot GisSarmament in stronger terms than those used by the 
Conservative Government. However, there werestill the 


practical realizations that effective disarmament was a long 


way off, and the Government indicated that reliance must 


still be placed on the alliance system. "Meanwhile, Britain's 


security will depend on alliances with her friends in many 


Parts of the world. Interdependence is the only basis for : 


eS 


national security in the nuclear age. There were three 


major roles seen for the British defense establishment in 
BeG5- Support of a nuclear force; a contribution toward the 
defense of Western Europe through NATO; and assistance in 
keeping the peace elsewhere in the world. However, the 

Government declared there must be a constant review of the 


Balance among the three roles in order that defense 


® 
t 


el istatement on Defence Estimates, 1965,” Panwa 


mentary Command Paper, Cmnd. 2592 (London: Her Majesty's 
Stationery Office, 1965). 
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expenditures could be reconciled with other claims, domestic 
in nature on the national economy.~~ 

There waS a proposal contained in the 1965 statement 
aeeal Atlancie Nuclear Force, and Britain offered to make 
available to the Western Alliance her nuclear capability 
Pic SUuo}eCe It to collective authority. 

During 1965, a major change in the British defense 
establishment was completed. The Defence (Transfer of 
mumetion) Act, 1964," provided for the complete unification 
Gf the headquarters level of the three services. From the 
days of World War II, when Churchill took the office of 
Defense Minister, this unification process continued to 
develop. In effect, this legislation provided the culmina- 
tion of the efforts at centralization of defense in Sano 
time which were begun by the Atlee Government in podemae 
With the 1964 Act, the Separate service departments were 
abolished and a central defense ministry took over their 
PimectOns. The positions of First Lord of the Admiralty, 
Secretary of State for War, and Secretary of State for Air 


disappeared as did the Admiralty, War Office and Air 


Ministry. The new civilian defense chief was given complete 
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Genuro! £or both derense policy and the machinery for the 
administration of the three services. The lines of au- 
Senerity and responsibility from the Secretary of State for 
Defense ran unbroken through military, scientific, and 
administrative chains of command. / 

The unified defense establishment was a product, at 
Weaste im part, of Admiral of the Fleet Lord Louis Mowunt- 
batten, and it was through his influence that the military 
chief of the defense establishment, the Chief of the Defense 
Staff, was given tremendous power. The advice of the Chief 
of Staff Committee is presented to the Secretary of State 
by the Chief of the De Tenee Staff alone. Promotions to flag 
or general rank are taken out of the hands of the Service 
Chiefs and given to the Chief of the Defense Staff. It is | 
not surprising to learn that Mountbatten was the Chief of 
Defense Staff at the time these changes were recommended. 

The headquarters integration has resulted in unified 
eld commands for the British forces around the world. An 
Air Marshall is in charge in the Middle East, and the Royal 
Navy and Army units fader his command look to him and not 


their Service Chiefs in London for control. 


% 
6 


The Royal Navy today provides an interesting picture 


of the adjustments made by Britain in the two decades 


OF pies Hatch, The Mountbattens: The Last Royal 


Success Story (New York: Random House, 1965), pp. 400-7. 
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following World War II and shows progress made in preparing 
for a new and different role. Quintin Hogg, a sometime 
First Lord of the Admiralty, has commented on the forward- 
ee)ing Britain and has urged a new and expanding role for 
the nouvee "The two~power Navy which sailed to Jutland 
belching smoke from her coal~--or latest innovation, oil- 
fired boiler rooms--is as remote as the fleets of Nelson or 


of Drake o ® ued 


None the less, there iS a major part to 
be played by the new Navy. Hogg argues that the advantages 
of a sea-based conventional force with carriers and strike 
aircraft has been consistently undervalued by the British 
and that the continuing loss of, and expense of, land bases 
require a "supply train of fleet auxiliaries constantly at 
sea."79 

there 1s some evidence that Hogg's advice was being 
followed prior to the 1966 Defense White Paper. For the 
-first time since World War II, the Royal Navy began to 
experience expansion in equipment and manpower. During the. 
five-year period up to the end of 1964, approximately eighty 


new or reconstructed warships joined the fleet. Three new 


cruisers and four guided missile destroyers took station 


* 
6 


2B ouentin Hogg, "Britain Looks Forward, sone 0M 
marr Ss, 437 409—25. ADrit. M965. 
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with twenty-five new frigates. The building program was 
relatively extensive with thirty-four new ships under con- 
struction. It is important to note that five of these ships 
= fleet auxiliaries: two replenishment ships, and three 
replenishment tankers. Progress was being made in the 
development of Hogg's "supply train." 

The Royal Navy now has four carriers in commission 
and one in reserve. The recently refitted H.M.S. Eagle is 
the largest and most powerful (44,100 tons) and ranks with 
any U. S. conventionally powered carrier. The Navy has also 
made progress with its Commando carriers and cruisers and 
has kept pace with the U. S. Navy in design (but not, of 
course, in numbers) in this field. The Royal Navy entered 
the nuclear submarine field when H.M.S. Dreadnought was: 
launched and two more nuclear submarines Valiant and War- 
Spite are under construction.~~ 

The Royal Marine situation also provides some insight 
into the current British defense posture. The primary role. 
of the Corps is to provide specialist assault troops in the 
Sea-borne forces. There is a Marine Commando brigade at 


Singapore with two commandos (seven hundred men) with their 


attached Light Regiment, Royal Artillery. One Commando is 


31 Raymond V. Be Blackman (ed.), Jane's Fighting 
Ships, 1964-65 (New York: McGraw Hill, 1964), pp. IV-V ana 
259-311. 
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in Malaysian Borneo. There iS a Commando at Aden which 
responded to the call of the Tanganyikan Government oe help 
in the suppression of mutiny by native troops. There are 
other Commandos in the United Kingdom as part of the Stra- 
tegic reserve. One of these units deployed early in 1964 
to Kenya within forty-eight hours of call. Experience, thus 
far, has shown that the Royal Marine Commando is an almost 
Perrect answer to the mobile-quick deploying force required 
in an age of fewer and fewer fixed bases. The Marines also 
provide specialist amphibious units to carry out reconnais- 
Sance, small raids and deep penetrations. The Corps ful- 
Piers the traditional role of providing detachment in Her 
Majesty's ships." The Royal Marines discharge their respon- 
Sibilities with less than ten thousand men. (The U. S. | 
Marine. Corps has over two hundred thousand men). The Marines 
with the Royal Navy's Commando carriers have contributed 
Significantly to making the adjustments in defense required 


in the 1955-1965 time period. 
II. PROBLEM AREAS 


The problems of defense which faced Britain during 


the post-war years were many and varied, but they generally 


oan A. P. Willasey-Wilsey, R.M., "The Royal 
Marines," U. S. Naval Institute Proceedings, Nevemeen gl oes 
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divide themselves into four areas: conventional forces, 
nuclear arms, alliances, and general policy matters. 
Naturally, the economic problems of the country made them- 
selves felt in all four areas but for convenience (and hope- 
fully for clarity) the problems will be discussed in terms 
of the four broad areas. 

There are some general problems which faced not only. 
the British Government but also the British people and the 
man in uniform. Indeed, some of the problems face the 
United States in the same way. There is no answer or solu- 
tion to some of these, but they exist none the same and 
MemesSty requires that they be recognized. 

Firstly, there is the adjustment that must be made 
when a nation is called upon to make significant economic 
Sacrifice for defense when the nation knows true defense is 
PheelmMpossibility. A certain futility is given to the whole 
defense discussion.-> This feeling is perhaps stronger in 
Great Britain than in the United States because they have 
been in a position of utter vulnerability for almost two 
decades. 

This feeling of frustration with the purpose of 
defense was further deepened by the Suez crisis. Suez 


ence LE. Moulton, Derence in a’ Changing. omme 
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(London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1964), pp. 17-18. 














Se, 
brought home, as no amount of writing or debate could, the 
unpleasant fact that Britain was a second-rate military 
power. This realization of impotency was traumatic; regard- 
Mees of the reasons, the armed forces of the British Crown 
were beaten by the Egyptians and revenge was impossible. It 
is no wonder that questions were raised as to the wisdom of 
substantial investment in defense--it was impossible really 
to provide defense, and the defense establishment could not 
even win a small action to preserve the famous "life line." 
This same feeling of impotency was to appear again in the 
Skybolt/Polaris controversy to be discussed pelow.-* 

nero TSeanOtnier General t£acetOr Whiten Nas Created a 
problem for the professional military man in Britain as it 
has in the United States. Disarmament has been a policy of 
both Conservative and Labor Governments since World War II. 
The Labor Government in its 1965 Defense White Paper de- 
.Clared it to be a goal of British defense policy. The 
confusion caused in some military minds by the Government's 
position on disarmament has further contributed to the 
frustration noted above. 

These problems face not only Britain, but to varying 
feqrees the United States as well. There = no solutvens 


s475id., pp. 20-22. 
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but it is probably a healthy sign that they are at least 
recognized and discussed. 

' Discussion of the problems which Britain faced in the 
‘field of conventional forces can be reduced to the issue of 
meseurces. Could the country provide forces in sufficiently 
large numbers to do the job assigned? Britain's "thin red 
line" stretched from the United Kingdom to Gibraltar, Malta, 
Myorus, Aden, Singapore, and on to Hong Kong. None of the 
bases is completely Secure; concern has been expressed over 
Badd S Jiterest ian Gibraltar to China's threat to Hong 
Kong. Singapore is a self-governing nation, and Cyprus and 
even Malta are independent countries. There was Arab pres- 
sure on Aden and the base at Singapore will probably have to 
Beeecvacuated by 1970. The cost ©f these bases is high-.-. 
Aden costs over $150 million a year, and Singapore about 
$650 million.° However, in the controversy over the 

. British role “East of Suez," Wilson was a supporter of 
British strength in the East of Suez eee The develop- 
ment of a base at Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean showed 
Wilson's intentions in the area. Britain has spent about 


eight and one-half million dollars thus far on the new base. 


» 
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sOnGreat Britain. A New Beginning?," Time, November 
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Wilson is quoted as having said, "we will maintain our posi- 
Elon East Of Suez." 


Notwithstanding the present Government's commitment 


| 
‘Bast of Suez, conventional forces were reduced in an economy 


move. The British Government had to decide whether to order 
pemew tighter for the R.A.F. or to commission a new carrier 
Plane for the Royal Navye>” This decision was made in the 
light of the Government's declared intention to cut defense 
Spending by $2380 million dollars in Woese = raed. on 
August 4, 1965, the Labor Defense Minister announced that 
over 616 million dollars had been trimmed from the budget. 
He indicated that three military aircraft projects had 
already been canceled but that no decision had been made on 
the F-lll. He noted that the Government fully intended ‘to’ 
Peoieco sence acheonse Suager PEOM 7 tO %G Perweent Of the Gross 
National Product. Some of this saving would affect NATO, 
- and this aspect will be discussed shortly. 

In the conventional area, the British had more pedes- 
trian problems which, when compared to the broad policy | 


matters above, are almost comical. Problems they are, 


“Wepre Britain. A New Beginning?," loc. Cit., 
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>7uNotebook," Us. S. Naval Institute Proceeding: 
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however, and they exist in the United States also. The 
Baetvsh mo longer Nave conscription and proudly say that 
peace-time conscription is not part of the British way of 
atnc Pai oe veMcm mE ne —dasence Of (CONSCrLDtion brought 
about recruiting problems which were especially severe in 
an era of low unemployment. Pay increases and other fringe 
benefits have been adopted to improve the recruiting climate, 
but these have increased the manpower costs of the services. 
Money was spent in public relations and advertising with 
fossead results. On October 6, 1965, the Chief of Air Staff 
announced that the Royal Air Force was about to reach the 
point where it would join the Army in having more wives and 
children of air men than air men themselves. ~ Let the 
Government and Opposition fight out the East of Suez contro- 
Pe@eys, ene Chier of Air Staff wes concerned about where the 
new babies of R.A.F. fathers would live. 

As has been noted previously, the British developed 
a strategic nuclear bomber force which, in the middle and 
fate *fifties, was of the caliber, ,if not the size, of the 
Me S. Strategic Air Command. The British felt their stra— 
tegic nuclear force was an effective deterrent, and the 
Government policy received support from all but the pacifist 
left. Much wasS spent on development and production of the 


Sees item in The New York Times, October 7, 1965. 
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Dwaewser les gircrarft and the Vulcan, Victor, and Valiant with 
Series CleWomwerecea Match fOr the Strategic Air Com- 
maddeibancs and men an the Us Ss Air Force. It was recog= 
nized that these aircraft would be obsolete in the early 
Woixtles, and Révenoonené of systems to follow the bombers 
began in the early ‘fifties. The Blue Streak Missile was 
tO be a hard site weapon with a range between U. S. 
intermediate~range and intercontinental=-range missiles. A 
second project was undertaken in the Blue Steel "standoff" 
weapon; this weapon would make use of the bomber force but 
Meow launening alrcratt could fire the weapom one hundred 
miles from target to avoid local air defense. Both these 
weapons represented logical follow=-ons, and in the planning 
Stages, they appeared to respond adequately to the chal- 
bemqes “of expanding missile technology. 

By 1960, there were serious problems, and Blue Streak 
was canceled. The reasons were painfully obvious: it cost 
BOGOemuUCcH.s Che abortive Effort in the missile field ended 
in failure. The British people paid almost $300 million in 
this attempt to keep pace with the U. S. and U.S.S.R., and 
paey had nothing to show for it. Skybolt, an American mis— 
sile, was to replace it. Skybolt was not unlike Blue Steel, 
but it had a much greater range, one thousand miles, and 
Britain had the bomber force to Support it. Britain was 


still in the nuclear race, and money had been saved. Then 
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came the December, 1962, announcement that the United States 


had canceled Skybolt, and Britain found herself without a 


faeootecement System Gor Blue Steel whose useful life, even 


| 
extended, would terminate in ToGomiecen— 


President Kennedy suggested Polaris as the substitute 


moGeokybolt, and thegNassau Agreement signified British 
acceptance. One might think that the Royal Navy would have 
welcomed the opportunity to take over the future of the 
Berets Steacegre muclear deterrent, but such was not the 
ease. tne Navy thought Polaris would down grade the rest 
Pee ne Service and reluctantly took on “the task of develop= 
ing a nuclear polaris submarine. *~ However, the project 
Was undertaken and has met with considerable success. The 
program is on schedule and deployment of the first opera- 
tional. submarine is expected in mid-1968. The submarines 
will have the capability of accepting the fourth generation 
- Poseidon when it becomes available. 

The submarines are a combination of American and 
Beitish technique and tradition, and are not simply carbon 
copies of the U. S.~ model. The warheads to be used will be 


British although they will be carried on American missiles. 


% 
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Houlton; s OD. Clu. SUDra NMOte Jo.) Pp. as — ee 


43 snyder, op. Git. SUDra note Fig prem coeee 


44 
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tie) Pprogrammeuccmiecmocem entirely without its prob— 
lems, however. Some have been serious and may well delay 
the operational target date for the program. H.M.S. Dread- 
nought is a non-polaris atomic submarine which was to pro- 
vide operational experience for nuclear crews. She has 
been recently withdrawn from service because of dangerous 
metal failures. <A series of hair-line fractures have 
geveloped in welds in the hull. The program for the four 
polaris submarines will probably be dele -cume 

The polaris program has had other problems, at least 
one of which has been resolved to the satisfaction of all 
eomeerned. The New York Times reported on August 22, 1965, 
that a six-week labor dispute which affected the Vickers 
yard constructing the polaris submarines had been settled..- 
The dispute involved twelve skilled workers who had been 
prohibited from making tea during work hours. Vice Admiral 
Baugh Stirling Mackene ae British Polaris program executive, 
is reported to have expressed satisfaction that the work 
schedule would be resumed. 

By 1968, if the program succeeds, Britain will have 
a modern nuclear deterrent. But it will be completely 


dependent on the United States for this deterrent. The 


* notebook," U. S. Naval institure Proececdimacr 
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‘ualsers Government haS already offered to turn this force over 
E@eNATO. Britain, for economic reasons in the main, has 
tost iy eNODe "Ob a epost tloneen Cvem relative sequamrcey in 
fme nuclear race. 

The Conservative and Labor Governments of the past 
twenty years have supported NATO and, indeed, there has been 
Seneetcelameramong the U. Ss. military that the British con- 
PEbouclOon was the only one that could really be counted on. 
But a permanent military commitment within the framework of 
a multilateral alliance is still un-British, and there is 
occasionally a suggestion of reducing NATO contribution. 
MiemeecacOn fOr reduction 1S, Nowever, not that the prineiple 
Pmeeenitcerdependence 1s wrong, but that the economy cannot 
meee the Strain. in 1957,> the Beitish Army of the Rhane 
Was reduced from eighty thousand to about fifty-five 
thousand men, and it has remained at that figure ever since. 
Memmow appears that further reductions may occur. The Labor 
defense ehtet has argued that present Strategic concenes 
are based on the no longer valid idea that a nuclear con- 
flict would last for several months. He argues that the 
possibility of nuclear war has diminished and the forces 


committed to NATO in Germany could be used elsewhere. “° 


= pees Shies at Cost of Policing ehewior lcm 
Business Week, Mareh 13, 19657) pp. 32-34 
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ie omaaaument LsSelmermeumature Of a rationalization since 
the real and obvious reason for reducing the NATO commit- 
ment is economic. The British overseas defense cost makes 
is half of the balance of payment pemienre ae the British 
eae Wemeed DaGde eo GGemecr many tO abosord some of the cost 
of the B.O.A.R. in past years, the Germans have made "off- 
set" purchases which have helped considerably. For 1964- 
1966, the amount of these purchases decreased, and Wilson 
has been forced to consider seriously reduction of the 
Rhine Army. © The British defense budget is, relative to 
GeN.-P., the largest in Europe and is exceeded onlay che 
United States. There have been recent attempts at McNamara 
style economies but real savings can come only from manpower 
cuts. In view of the intent of the Government to reduce the 
fan oemmudget -EOuGePecimecent of the iG.N.P., jbhe reduction of 
NATO forces seems inevitable. 

Pee secemsomeleaetmak Britain Massnow found “Sacrs= 
factory solutions to the defense problems it has faced in 
this second decade since the war. The reasons are baSically 
economic, and the non-British observer can find room for 
criticism. The United States spends almost half of its tax 
dollar for defense, whereas the British spend about one 

4 News item in The New York Times, August 5, 1965. 
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feoeceaen Une Ppereemeage Of G.N.P. 1S not aS Significantly 
eee DUL Ee eUMmeEcamotates 15 Still higher. It is 
fspverous that a greater percentage 1S Spent on- "socialism" 
in Britain, and an American can argue that some of this 
Proud be diverted to derense. 

Britain is (emi itt Owl bomdCLemoomGcaulcelons Wain 
@pen eyes, and a reduced voice in world affairs may be a 
willingly-accepted consequence. Moulton argues that public 
epimion 1S the final arbiter of defense policy; and, if this 
Demuene Case, tne British are willing to accept the conse-= 
wo iecs On CeGuctlon Tm derense, Perhaps, che reduction 
can somehow be reconciled with closer ties to Europe. Only 
time will explain where Britain will go from here. 

All of this has meaning for the United States. [In 
piace ticle in The New Republic, ~”Stephen Hugin cones s dike 
Setoces the “grand Anglo-American Strategy that stretches 
Paonemenva tO Calitormia.” He points out that the United 
éhalies has responsibility in northeast and continental 
southeast ASia, plus the Pacific, which the British have had 
moponsibillity for Malaysia, tie indian Ocean, the Persian 
Gulf, and East Africa. And the British Nave Ne lamp. tmemem 
ehd of things in an admirable fashions FEreng@rne sueveentois 


cote ctor Hugh-Jones, "How Much Can Britain Defend?," 


ine New Republic, August Cl igoo,) pp. sha 
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Watt l this past year, the United States was permanently 
represented in the Indian Ocean-Persian Gulf area by a small 
sea plane tender with accompanying destroyers. A British 
Pee ear awal from the East of Suez position would leave a 
Peover vacuum, andywe would have to fill it. The British 
nuclear umbrella (V bombers based in Malaysia) protects the 
sub-continent and, as recently as a year ago, India's Prime 
Teeocer ohasSert accepted reassurances Of this continuing 
protection. Withdrawal from the area or obsolescence of the 
Piemtrs muclear Strategie force will leave a void to be 
fitled by the United States. 

Far too little has the United States realized the 
Beitish contribution in the Far and Middle East. The 
defense problems facing Britain today will be our problems. 
GamomGiow Unless some Satisfactory solutions can be worked 
See eer ULCh ite satey Or another perrog of high derense 
mexpenditures--"Of course we shall do it in the end?" But, 
at what cost? It is evident that the United States is 
making some preparation to fill the vacuum when and if it 
occurs. The new Indian Ocean base at Diego Garcia will be 
a joint U. S.-British effort. The important defense prob- 
lems facing the United States today are closely connected 
with British problems, and the United States must be ready 


Wltheea SOlutLon. 





CHAPTER 2V 
NEW OR TRADITIONAL? 


A recent book review in The New York Times contains a 
paragraph ares might provide an answer to the question as 
to whether the 1966 Defense White Paper sets out a new or 
traditional defense policy for Britain. "There were more 
men in the Royal Navy at that date /the summer of 1797/7 than 
there are today, though the population was only a sixth of 
its present size."* One thing is clear: the British 
aoeeomoe CStablisnment: @immeeco 1S far Smallempe than 1t has 
been in the past. However, that fact provides only a par- 
Eictleadmswer to the questiom Of whether the present policy us 
a departure from the traditional. It may be possible to 
implement traditional policy with fewer men and less equip- 
Mence. Size, then, 1S not necessarily an accurate indicator 
of a change in policy. The only fair way to answer the 
question as to whether the 1966 Defense White Paper sets out 
anew policy is to isolate those traditional elements found 
in Britain's defense planning and to test the White Paper 


aeatmst theme. 


® 
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+ christopher Lloyd, "Jack Tar in Revolt, Ihe New 
York Times Book Review, November 14, 1965, pp. 16 and 18. 
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ioe lade LRADITIONAL 


Defense 
| ite 1S OD Ouse acmemor tl sh defensoupolicy today has 
a its primary aim the "defence of the Kingdom." This has 
been the aim of the policy created by British defense plan- 
ners for the last two centuries. It is perhaps an over- 
Semobitication tO state that British defense planning has 
been defensive and not aggressive in nature, but such has 
been and is the case. Long before the United States Defense 
Department was created, the term "Defence" appeared in 
Biers titles relating to military and naval matters... in 
the period between World War I and World War II, the Com- 
mittee on Imperial Defence provided high-level policy deci- 
‘sions and, during World War II, the Prime Minister ares 
pineal the title of Defense Minister. This is not to Say 
Pao british militery planners cut out for themselves a 
completely defensive role. Indeed, there were times when 
fesse required pPlancmee metac«, and the Old Saw-—cne best. 
defense is a good offense~-found its place in British mili- 
tary thinking. That having been said, however, a tradi- 
tional element of British military planning is defense and 
not aggression and that element is clearly present in the 


1966 White Paper. 


(7 
Sree Seas ReSUOnS1 bi acy. 

British defense policy traditionally not only pro- 
vided for the "defence of the Kingdom" but also took into 
SeiteecetdtiOn EnewGebense Of the Sovereign's “territories 
and dominions beyond the Seas." It has been noted that, 
during the inter-war period, the subject of imperial defense 
was one of the most important aspects of British defense 
thinking. The Royal Navy was responsible for keeping open 
Baoer Ines .of Communications, and the Army had the duty of 
acting as the imperial police force. In the period immedi- 
meely arter World War I21, this element of British defense 
policy still played an important part in defense planning. 
The 1946 Defense White Paper still listed as a task of the 
defense establishment the "maintenance of internal security 
pl@GesetLled conditions Chroviqgnout the Empire."* In the 
middle ‘fifties, the air-lifted central strategic reserve 
was developed to fill the need once filled by the chain of 
ieeses and deployed battalions of the Cardwell System. The 
recent experiences in Aden clearly demonstrate that the 
meSpolci bilities of the imperial police force still exer, 


and the White Paper itself contains language such as "the 


* 
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eustatement Relating to Defence,” Parliamentary 
Command Paper, Cmd. 6743 (London: His Majesty's Stationery 
Office, 1946), p. 5. See also Chapter III, supra, pp. 45-47. 
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garrison, airfield, naval dockyard and other establishments 
Wee continue to be Peeeeoanede 

It states the obvious to observe that the conditions 
under which "imperial defence" now operates are much differ- 
Piiemenan those €xisting in) the decade of the ‘twenties or 
even the late ‘forties and early ‘fifties. Nevertheless, the 
Eeadttaonal element Of imperial defense, which has histori- 
emi beenva Dart of British defense planning, is present 
today. The scope of responsibility has lessened as the 
Pilea Nas Contracted, the Means Of exercising the mesponsi-— 
bility has changed as modern weaponry has evolved. But the 
fact of responsibility remains, and imperial defense exists 


as a traditional element in the 1966 Defense White Paper. 


Ee liceaeement on the Defence Estimates, 1966, Part I. 


The Defence Review," Parliamentary Command Paper, Cmnd. 2901 
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1966), p. 8. 


“phere are many examples of the deployment of British 
MeeecesS im recent years in the exercise of imperial police 
duties. In our own hemisphere, Royal Marines and the Welsh 
Fusilliers saw recent duty in Georgetown, then British 
Guiana. Aden, Singapore and Hong Kong provide other examples. 
Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the modern day im- 
perial defense function can be found in the deployment of a 
Royal Marine Commando to East Africa in 1964. After Kenya 
had become independent, an internal Army revolt threatened 
the new government. The British were requested as a Common— 
wealth partner to send forces to put down the internal dis- 
turbancese. A Commando was air-lifted in and the revolt was 
terminated. This action was in exercise of the imperial 
police function. More interestingly, however, it is a com- 
ment on the faith which the new Kenya Government was willing 
cO put in the British. After a long and somecimes = eleoq, 
Struggle Kenya received independence. (Wi thiiea eau ae 4 
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Equipment 
ie Nas Deeicmerdoteronal;, 2f Sometimes obliquely 
expressed, aspect of British defense policy that the Forces 
Should have available the newest and best weaponry obtain- 
able. This is an ancient tradition which goes back to the 
time when the sides of Ships were first pierced to make the 
bDaeoaaside a possibility. That action made obsolete the 
Spanish mounted guns which auc OS Uésterel idl wy ja lela ime ia 
castle and poop of aman of war. During this century, the 
introduction of the tank and the airplane into the Imperial 
Arsenal demonstrates the continuation of the tradition. 
British contributions to the field of carrier aviation and 
the development of radar and asdic are also in this tradi- 
tion. Within the last two decades the amphibious assault 
ship--the commando carrier--combined the American expertise 
“in amphibious warfare with the concept of vertical envelop- 


ment. 


that independence was granted, the "colonial master” was 
invited to return with an armed force to destroy the armed 
forces of the new nation. There was complete faith that the 
"colonial master" would leave as soon as the job was done, 
and full independence would not suffer. Of course, the 

Royal Marines did leave when the revolt was terminated. One 
wonders--at least this writer does~-~-if the French would be 
invited to return in force to Algeria to put down an Army 
mevolt. It is not within the scope of ENiS thesis eovexanam- 
the remaining mystic of the Commonwealth. However, this kind 
of faith in the British by the ex-colony shows that in some 
small way the British must have done something right. 





is 

It is arguable that the British involvement with 
nuclear power and nuclear weapons is a modern manifestation 
Ommenis ancient tradition. It is impossible to point to 
historical examples, and thereby establish the traditional 
aspects, of the use of atomic power if one treats atomic 
Bo7er 25 an item sul generisss However, viewed as a develop- 
ment in the field of weaponry, one finds that the 1966 White 
Paper carries on a traditional aspect of British defense 
poliey. 

It has been earlier observed that the British par- 
ticipated in the development of the atomic bomb in World 
War II. The value of atomic power for use aS a weapon and 
aS a source of power for propulsion and for light and heat 
was not lost on the British. The cost of development was 
tremendous, however, and cooperation with the United States 
waS viewed as a means of providing the new ‘weapon at a 
Beemaole Cost. Cost and the awesome power of the atom it- 
fel Led to "interdependence" with the United States. 

In 1958, the Defense White Paper acknowledged this 
interdependence. "Today no country can hope to gain any- 
tennicg by war." Interdependence and collective security 


were twin props in defense planning. Britain had her 


> tReport of Defence, Britain's Contribution to Peace 
and Security," Parliamentary Command Paper, Cmnd. 363 
(Eonden: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 195s) oem 
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aivehea@emde tonrentgmoute @eecanmnot be compared In magnitude 
Bentnatwor the United States."© In matters relating to the 
development of intermediate-range ballistic Fae anee. ballis- 
tic rockets and nuclear submarines progress was being made 
with the cooperation of the United States. However, the 
White Paper made it clear that these developments were in- 
mouaecd EO Drevide British “arms which would be used as Part 
Ofea collective effort. After all, there was still a feel- 
ing in Great Britain that the United States, although far 
and away the most powerful member -of the alliance, had 
learned and still could learn from the British how world- 
wide military and naval strength could be used. / Betas Ss 
partnership with the United States in the weapons field set 
fereapant from any other nation. “The McMahon Act amendments 
had favored Britain and, in 1958, Britain could with justi- 
fication look down on the rest of Europe from her position 
in the nuclear ht, There was some sort of a special 
relationship between Great Britain and the United States, 
facdethe British felt that 2€ was a good thing. The rela- 


wroaship was difficult to defend, eke Bue rae there.” 


7 “Ibid., p. 6. 


’see generally, N. H. Gibbs, Tne Ortoins ©f siieeom rae 
Defence (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955), pp. 23-24. 

Scoral Bell, The Debatable Alliance (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1964), pp. 56-66. : 











Herbert Nicholas, Britain and the U.S.A. (Baltimone: 
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The 1960 Defense White Baynes © could Claim that 
Britain had a flexible defense establishment which could 
meet challenges anywhere in the world. Wider cooperation 
imcerense research was Usged with the United States, but 
the White Paper could claim progress with an-"Ali-British" 
nuclear submarine and with. guided missiles. 

But 1960 also marked ENS Teibbeleubiqve|| joloubiqie aUol jeyeshiee tial. ts 
participation in the development of a guided missile 
arsenal. Britain had realized in the 1950's that the manned 
pamper WaS NOt going to last forever as the ultimate weapon, 
and development was started on a follow-on delivery system. 
Pluemstreak Was tO be a Fiquid fuel missile designed for 
Punching from a hard site. The 1958 Defense White Paper 
had claimed progress in the development of such a missile.*+ 
The missile was to have a range between that of the U. S. 
intermediate- and intercontinental-range missiles. At the 
Same time, a "stand off" weapon, Blue Steel, was under 
development. This weapon would be carried by long-range 
bombers, but it could be fired at a considerable distance 


from target and would, hence, extend both the range and life 


» 
§ 


OnReport on Defence," Parliamentary Command Paper, 
Cmnd. 952 (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1960). 
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Saene DOMDer aes. Both of these weapons were respon- . 
sive to the demands of the new generation of weaponry and, 
salthough not on a scale with American or Russian develop- 
ments, could assure Britain a significant voice in world 
elemaarS . 

But Blue Streak--the fae epe ucla Wiel iat cl site missile-- 
had to be canceled in 1960. There Pane Uae main reasons for 
cies: GeciSion: first, the oes Was GOO hugh; Ssecoma, there 
was a good and relatively cheap alternative available. 

There was a third reason of lesser importance and that is 
nachna in nature. A liquid fuel missile is a more vul- 
nerable thing than a solid fuel missile, and this fact was 
recognized by the British. However, the evidence seems 
clear that cost was the main reason for cancellation of the 
Meoject. > ie ee eo eaicheenne s tec ever |OO ammibon pounds 
in the missile, and the estimates of completion cost went 
ieeheghn as 600 mitlion. This was simply Soe jth BIDin Ee 
British economy to bear. The Conservative Government had 
tried to provide Britain with a genuinely independent 


nuclear deterrent; it failed because of cost. As Harold 


¥ 


Y az 
Polke MUS SIS lesa 3 Ulai@ Siete University Press, 
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siarold Wilson, Purpose in Poli pieces Saomenr: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1964), pp. 165-179; Snyder, ool 
Sloga iieres Ie iss ae, 


US 
Wilson pointed out to the House of Commons at that time--the 
investment in Blue Streak would have paid for housing sub-— 
Sidies for twenty veaeces Full development of the missile 
might have paid for one hundred years of subsidies, and no 
British Government wasS going to stay in office with that 
kind of a defense policy. 

At the same time of cancellation, the United States 
developed Skybolt which was to replace the Blue Streak. 
Skywoolt was not unlike Blwe Steel, but it has a greater 
range--up to one thousand miles. With the range of the 
Victor bombers extended by the one thousand miles, the Sky- 
bolt missile was not a bad second choice. 

Before proceeding co the Skybolt cancellation and the 
Nassau agreement, it would be well to evaluate the meaning 
of the Blue Streak affair. The development of Blue Streak 
mepresents a forthright attempt by the British to provide a 
modern up-to-date weapon which would be responsive to the 
demands of modern war technology and which would provide 
the greatest amount of protection--in a deterrent sense-- 
consistent with the available resources of the nation. Blue 
Streak failed On an economic basis; the cost was simply too 
Aare The original plans to develop the weapon were consis- 


tent with the traditional policy of previding tnomrones 


t-Wwilson, op. Cit. SUDPra NOte es, someon 
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with. modern weaponry. The decision to cancel Blue Streak 
was not inconsistent with this tradition because there was 
an alternative. weapon available--Skybolt--which apparently 
could have provided a Similar protection at a more accept- 
able cost. 
There is another aspect of the Blue Streak affair 
macdmwene Subsequent skybole cancellation which makes it 
Valet Lecant Im a Gaseussion of British defense policy. 
mete, OL COUrSe, 1S the aspect of increased dependence on 
the United States. More of that later, since it is part of 
the "new" approach to defense planning found in the 1966 
White Paper. 
The discussions concerning dependence on the United 
States, which followed the publication of the 1966 Defense > 
White Paper, overshadowed those aspects of the White Paper 
which evidence the continuation of the traditional policy 
"of providing modern up-to-date weapons for the armed forces. 
This policy with respect to weaponry is stated in the White 
Paper in the following language: 
Our forces must eee possess enough of the arms and 
equipment required for the day-to-day tasks of peace- 
Keeping througnout the world: it is “also essential 

- that they should have some advanced weapons which can 
deter potential enemies from raising the level of a 
local conflict to a deqree which might tnineaten 


world peace. We are determined to maintain a proper 
balance of capability in both these fields.+> 


l3cmnd. 2901, p. 9. (Underscoring this author's.) 
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The White Paper indicated that there would be further expan- 
sion of the Polaris program and that new aircraft--the FI11A 
would be obtained. Regardless of the fact that these two 
weapon systems would increase dependence on the United 
States, it must be admitted: that®they will bring the most 
advanced kind of equipment into the British war chest. 

The White Paper also announced the introduction of a 
new guided missile ship into the Pilea ime The Type 82 
Gyaded Missile destroyers will be about 5,650 tons and will 
Demo tlohnt ly eee than the present County Class destroyers. 
Their design has been centered on a powerful new weapons 
system. They will be fully stabilized to provide a steady 
platform and will have a hull which will permit sea-keeping 
and high speeds in all weather. 

“The ships will be fitted with the latest in equip- 
ment. There will be an Action Data Automation weapons 
system to compute information for a new radar set up. Fhe 
radar has been developed by the British in cooperation with 
the Royal Netherlands Neawaa 0 

The ship will have surface to air/surface to surface 


; 1Gemnd. 2901, p. 9. 


I/pritish Information Service News Release, February 
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missile--the Seadart--and an anti-submarine weapon system--— 
the moaras 

Perhaps the most significant aspect of the new class 
Shaps in terms of providing the Navy with modern equipment 
is found in its: propulsion system. A combination of steam 
and gas turbine will be used. The machinery will be oper- 
ated remotely from a ship control center and will include 
an automatic steering Sees Ley og = Deveiopment of this new 
propulsion system will result in a significant savings in 


20 The United States 


weight and space of machinery and fuel. 
Navy is vitally interested in this propulsion system, and 
@emmot, at this point in time, lay claim tovanything as 
advanced as the new British system. It seems clear then 
that the 1966 White Paper carries on the traditional aspect 
Bae elon, derense poliey by which the Bratish £2ghtung man 


has access to the newest weapon and equipment. 


International Organizations and Disarmament 


Recent history underlies the importance to Britain, 
aS to all other countries, of strengthening the 
United Nations as the main instrument for keeping 
peace . . .e .- the only certain solution would be an 


18ipid.; see alse ene 4707 autem 
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See generally, "British to Have All Gas Turbine 
Frigate," U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, June, oo, 


orm itis 
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MiEomicitOnal cGmeetiont Ga COntCrol both the produc- 

E1On and SUpSiy of armementS. ~2h1S, too, remains a 

Major aim of British policy. 
: The above quotation states the British position with 
Beepecte to the United Nations and disarmament as found in 
the 1966 White Paper. Deletion of the words "United 
Nations" and insertion of the words “League of’ Nations" ° 
would make the statement an accurate representation of the 
expressed policy in the middle “gnaekles °° However, 
British defense planners are realistic men, and the policy 
statements in support of the international organizations and 
disarmament always conclude with a caveat that, since 
neither. vehicle has been able to insure lasting peace, the 

~ nation must make provision for its own defense. 

In the ‘thirties, Britain experimented with uni- 
lateral disarmament, and it found the eee Sane a costly 
one. There is no evidence to suggest that current planning 
“mensions SUCH an experiment again. However, there is a 
group of British thinkers who have been leaders in the dis- 
armament field, and some of these men have been very close 
to, if not in, policy-making positions in the British 


Government. Writers in the field of Deterrence and 


. 
v 
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Saeee Chapter I, note 16 Supra, p. 96, fOG aeons 
son of the language used in the 1935 and 1966 Defense White 
Papers. 
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Disarmament can be categorized in various ways. One conven- 
ient method of consideration provides for a three-way break 
down: Peace Movement Disarmers, Deterrence and Defense, and 
Anti-Communist Fenerse: The first group-~~Peace Movement 
Disarmers--is made up of individuals with widely-differing 
views, but there is general agreement that nuclear weapons 
tueemoe destroyed. Ineluded among the nuclear sacl Tales in 
this group are Lord Russell and C. P. Snow. Men such as 
Reese ll! and Snow certainly have a more direct effect on 
policy-making in a Labor Government than their ideological 
brothers--—Pauling, for example--have on policy making ina 
Bemoecratic Administration in the United States. Russell is 
Gonvinced that the risks of unilateral disarmament are less 
than the risks of nuclear war. Snow hasS argued that a 
nuclear destruction of the world is a certainty unless 


24 


nuclear disarmament comes about. The official efforts of 


Moed Cardigan and werd Chalfont demonstrate that there is 
some official acceptance of these positions in the Labor 
Government's approach to disarmament. 

It seems clear that declared support of international 


organizations and disarmament is a traditional aspect of 


% 
8 


2505 5G aa R. Van Cleave, "The Nuclear Weapons Debate,” 


Ue S. Naval Institute Proceedings, May, 1966, ppameoseer 
Serpe Diggecishy 
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Bebelsmmractense Planning, Lt is 9also clear that there are 
times when this support fmol e me OLM tian Gf SUbStance. 
“However, it is probably true that there is a more genuine 
feeling for unilateral disarmament in official circles in 
Peecatieenian Ine ene Unmeed States and that the present 
expression of support for disarmament in the White Paper 


goes further than is immediately apparent. 


TI. THE NEW 


It has almost been a "Hornbook" rule that a discussion 
of traditional British defense policy and, indeed, even for- 
eign policy, should begin with the proposition that Britain 
stayed out of alliances. For at least 150 years, this 
proposition held water, and the balance of power system 
Operated on the basis of Britain's providing the "swingman." 
During the inter-war period, Britain tried ‘to return to its 
non-European orientation just as the United States tiled te 
mewuirn tO 1¢S policy of avoiding “entangling foreign alra— 
amces." World Wan 22 caugnt both countries many lessons, 
and high on the list of lessons learned was the value of 
alliances. British defense policy in the post-World War II 
ae was definitely pro-alliance and with varying degrees of 
effectiveness NATO, SEATO, and CENTO replaced the independ-— 


ent Maritime Strategy of past British poliey. 
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The 1966 White Paper declares continued support for 
NATO, but there is an indication that changés are forth- 
eomrng. This is not to Say that Britain will disassociate 
herself with the alliances that were set up in the decade of 
the ‘fifties. But*it is clear that those alliances have 
changed and that defense policy will change with them. 

Twenty years of alliances have led to "“interdepend- 
ence" and that "interdependence" has provided a new aspect 
of defense policy. Interdependence is not a new item in the 
1966 White Paper; it has been present before. The 1966 
White Paper may face it a bit more honestly than past White 
Papers have done. 

There are two events in recent history which have 
demonstrated that acknowledgment of interdependence must be 
Eeeactea aS a Significant aspect of British defense planning. 
The first was Suez; the second was Skybolt. Suez demon- 
strated that action independent of the United States or the 
Soviet Union was simply no longer possible. Skybolt demon- 
Strated that interdependence has become dependence on the 
United States. 

Tmewalee Streak affair has been discussed above, and 
monnas been observed that its development was an attempt to 
provide a modern up~to-date weapon which would be responsive 
to the requirements of modern weaponry. It is generally 


agreed that its cancellation marked the end of the British 
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attempt to maintain a genuinely independent means of deliv-. 
Peng a nuclear enema mae deci Sion not to go forward 
math the Blue Streak missile was made by the British them-— 
selves and did not represent the result of U. S. pressure. 
The Suez Crisis had demonstrated that their SAO 18 Oe 
truly-independent action was severely restricted. Blue 
Streak was proposed in the aftermath of Suez in part to 
demonstrate that the British still could act with a signi- 
leant degree of independence notwithstanding Suez. Then, 
primarily for reasons of cost and the domestic political 
consequences of a policy of massive defense Syovsgeilebices., ene 
independent delivery system was abandoned. 

The United States offered the British Skybolt as an 
alternative. At the time, there was no clear understanding 
as to the British financial participation in its develop- 
ment.-° By 1962, the Kennedy Administration decided Skybolt 
was not worth producing and announced its cancellation ina 
Pemewhat cavalier fashion. The British reacted violently, 
and President Kennedy was genuinely surprised at the crisis 


Baye generally, Wilson, Op. Cll. SUDrEa NOG) Wenmacl. 


Zee oo, see alse James MeeMoulton, Defence wae Chamoun 
World (London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1964), pp. 57-77. 

28nneodore C. Sorensen, Kennedy (New Yor eee dciaicr 
and Row, 1965), p. 564. This conclusion is supported mor meeme 
record of debate in the House of Commons at the time of the 
Blue Streak Gancellation. See génébally,) W111 somo. eae 
SUA 11O Ceo DOs oo ly o-. : 
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wnaehn the cancellatzren caused.</ A major rift in Anglo- 
American relations was possible, and the Macmillan Govern- 
ment was put in icon Anate The Nassau conference attempted 
to save the situation; Kennedy offered to continue tine 
development of Skybolt if the British would pick up half 
PremcOst. The Bripitish Prame Minister would not accept the 
proposition.<© The Prime Minister was in an awkward posi- 
tion and the future of the Conservative Government probably 
meored On tne results of the Nassau conference. -PolarisS was 
the obvious alternative, and an offer was made of Polaris to 
the British. The Nassau conference concluded with a joint 
communique which was sufficiently unclear to meet both U. S. 
and British requirements. The communique indicated that the 
provision of the missiles was with the understanding that 
they would be part of the development of a multilateral NATO 
nuclear force. However, the British made it clear that they 
would be used for the purposes of international defense of 
Peemvcsterm alliance 'exeepe where Her Majesty's Governmens 
may decide that supreme national interests were at Sonic@. Nee 
The multilateral nature of the offer was directed at the 


-"sorensen, op. Cite SUDraA NOEG (Zo PP esas or 
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63 (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1964), pp. 183-184. 
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other NATO allies--particularly the French--and was designed 
EGwecounter charges of pro=British discrimination. The 
British Jebel teem Mehr aitmenerconmntquel as giving them 
Mee pendent contror when they decided the situation demanded 
ot. 

The Skybolt/Polaris controversy was the final act in 
the drama of independence, interdependence, and dependence 
on the United States. The baSic decision had been made when 
Blue Streak was canceled. Britain's deterrent was no longer 
independent but was dependent on the United States. The 
British=-or many of them--did not see it that ee The 
Nassau agreement was presented by the Government as a 
"Guarantee of independence of the British nuclear deterrent 


Sal 


for an indefinite time ahead." The Opposition and the’ 


Europeans could argue that it made the British nuclear capa- 
bility forever dependent on the United Stabes. "> 
At the time, Harold Wilson saw the issues presented 
by the Nassau agreement in broader terms. However, his 
speech in Commons on January 31, 1963, was made two weeks 


Cer for exanple, Bell. CD. Gilt. oho ore mar 


DPDe 78-79. 








stenneth Younger, Changing Perspectives an som hmlom 
Foreign Policy (London: Oxford University Press. Jo... 
p. 41. : 
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before he became Labor leader, and he admitted that it did 
not represent entirely the Labor position. He indicated 
pao t the Nassau agreement and the debate it caused raised 
three Majors QUCSELONS Eom, Was the exchange of Polaris 
Heme Skybolt a proper move? Second, could Britain maintain 
an independent nuclear deterrent? Third, if not, what 
should defense priorities be? He argues that independence 
died with Blue Streak and, from that point in time onward, 
omy GiSCuUSSLOn Of 1 was anwellusienm. Britain should forget 


about the non-existing independence and put her defense into 


Neo and other “"cenventilome”" Poeenee a 


>>Wilson, op. Gilt. Ssupramgmome 13, pp. 194-207. 





CHAPTER V 
A CONCLUSION 


Leowae not surprise the aon: Eemealscover that 
Eaere 1S no mates answer to the question originally used in 
this thesis, to wit: Does the 1966 Defense White Paper set 
forth a new or a traditional defense policy for Great 
wateatie. On one hand, the White Paper ancorporates much 
that is traditional in British defense planning. On the 
other, it contains "new" elements-—-not necesSSarily new in 
emo onse tat (7660 puevwidedy the first indication of their 
existence, but "new" in the sense that they have never 
before been so honestly presented or SO vigorously dis- 
cussed. 

‘The traditional elements are important and, indeed, 
provide the basis for most of the current defense policy. 
Perhaps the most important traditional element is that of 
imperial defense. It is probably improper to call it that 
today--fulfillment of overseas responsibility is the more 
modern term. The White Paper makes it clear that there will 
be pee e neo a military presence East of Suez. The "Thin 
Red Line" is thinner than it has been in the past, but it 
is there. There may be a fallback from Aden to another base 
in the Persian Gulf area; there may be a withdrawal from 


Singapore to Australia if necessary. But Britain still 
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Vible be represented imethe Midddie EaSty Indian Ocean, and 
Malay Peninsula. 
: Beitrsh anmed feoreec wi Wie 1urnished with the best 
weapons obtainable to do their job. Dependence on the 
United States notwithstanding, they will have Polaris asd 
the Fl1llA. The Royal Navy will ae a guided missile ship 
with a conventional propulsion system superior to any ship 
Pamene world. 

tiie Commando Cagpterswand the air-lifted strategic 
meserve will still respond to calls for assistance from 
fellow Commonwealth members in East Africa and the Malay 
pesula, and Eicon etantrTe Squadron wili=Stuliy be 
available to respond to a disturbance in the Faulkland 
Islands when the situation demands. As the system of See 
ances which grew out of World War II modifies itself with 
wiowecianging times; the British will be present to carry 
their share of responsibilities. 
| All of the tradition aspects of defense policy, how- 
ever, will be governed by controls which are, in the long 
view, new to British defense planning. The control is 
basically one of cost, and cost, more than anything else, 
has created an increased dependence on the United States. 
For the first time in recent history, Britain has acknowl- 
edged that cost will determine the mission of its defense 


establishment. No longer will the policy makers set forth 


oS 
tasks to be accomplished and then determine the resources 
required to accomplish them. From here on out, the tasks 
will be a function of a fixed monetary figure. If the 1966 
Wimete Paper has a genuinely new element in it, this is it. 
The whole argument about dependence on the United States 
Flows from this. This fixed cost of defense simply will 
not permit the independent development of a nuclear delivery 
Eyecem, SO Pelarisswill be used. The faxed cost will not 
permit independent development of either a new generation 
CmevaiGCtOn bombems OfyCanberra alrcraft so the United States 
VWamebe turnish FIVLA and C130 aimeraft. Cost will not permit 
the development of a new carrier force, so there will be 
none. 

This is the new aspect of British defense planning 
which the 1966 White Paper proclaims. The White Paper 
states this basic policy decision and the reason for it. 
Ueeiitary stréngth is of Little value 1f Zt is achieved at 
EiemexpPense Of Economic Nealth .« . « .' We plan, therefore, 
to bring our defense expenditure down. . pare 

Biecmoolley us Chewerweation Of giarold Wallson, sand tt 
does not Retails represent a consensus within the Labor 
Bey. During the debate on the White Paper, it took rela- 


tively objective Liberal Party to point this oe The 
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iPiecmaqueacrensce spokesman, Mr. Emlyn Hooson, used the Labor 
Party's 1964 defense position paper as his touch stone, and 
ne demonstrated in instance after instance where the White. 
Paper differed from the party's policy. The maintenance of 
a Buielear deterrent, the assignment of the V bombers to 
other than NATO responsibilities, tne) COneinuatlon OF 
Molaris, the continued improvement of conventional equip-— 
ment-~all these were cited as violations of Labor's 1964 
defense manifesto, as indeed they were. The responsibility 
for the 1966 policy and its inconsistencies with approved 
party policy were laid at Wilson's feet. "There is no 
sphere in which the Labour Party has broken aS many promises 
as in defence."> 

Harold Wilson recognized that, for Britain, cost of 
emence must Cetermine policy long before the 1966 White 
Paper was issued. He further realized that independence was 
a function of cost and, therefore, that independence was 
gone. For him, Suez decided the issue of independence in 
the conventional field and Blue Streak in the nuclear. He 
pbsOr considered the argument that a limited degree of im— 
peeencdence must be maintained in order that the British 
eral act aS a restraining influence on the United States. 
Cuba answered that argument since it was clear that the 


Tice comers oe 
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United States would act without consultation when there was 
a clear threat to her security. * 

For reasons of cost, Harold Wilson has deliberately 
put his nation in a position of further dependence on the 
United States. By 1970, every major weapon used by the 
Pettish armed forces will be an American product. In the 
muclear field, these weapons will have British warheads, 
but the delivery vehicles will be American. British forces 
will remain East of Suez and the NATO contribution will be 
maintained in Germany as long as Wilson's fixed cost 
philosophy permits. Cooperation with the United States in 
the Indian Ocean at Diego-Garcia will permit reduction of 
the cost in that area. 

For Harold Wilson, the 1966 Defense White Paper does 
not establish a new defense policy for the United Kingdom. 
It does set forth the policy in a manner which has never 
been used before. Defense policies will, henceforth, be 
Metermined on the basis of a fixed cost; within that limita- 
mtom, Britain willeexercise her responsibility to the 
fullest. 

ia the Past, Wilson has said: We believe that a 


nation's greatness depends not on prestige military policies, 


*yarold Wilson, Purpose in Politics (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Co., 1964), pp. 194-207; see also John Manden, Great 
Brgtain or Little England? (Boston: HougntoneMan pieegmeerm 
1964), pp. 9-20. 
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but on the influence we have exerted in the forum of world 
opinion.” The defense policy announced in the 1966 White 


Paper will give him an opportunity to test that belief. 


Wilson, op. Sleemoupra MOLE 13,7 p. 207. 
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